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ABSTRACT 
Jeffrey E. Rosenthal 
“Job Autonomy in the United States: 1969-2002” 
Under the Direction of Arne L. Kalleberg 
 
Control over work is a central concept in the sociology of work literature.  Individual 
control over work, also referred to as job autonomy, entails that workers exercise choice and 
discretion over both substantive and procedural aspects of their jobs ranging from freedom at 
work to ability to schedule work.  We can better comprehend differences in job autonomy by 
examining how both structural (occupational, organizational and authority relations) and 
demographic (gender, race, age, experience, education and family) forces can influence 
individual control over the substantive content and procedural terms of work.  
This dissertation seeks to better understand differences in job autonomy in the United 
States over a period of rapid change in the social organization of work.  Since the 1970s, 
there have been dramatic shifts in the composition of the labor force, the degree of flexibility 
in organizational control systems, and composition of the occupational structure.  In order to 
assess how changes in work structures and demographics impact job autonomy, I analyze this 
relationship at different points in time over a thirty-three year time period (1969-2002) by 
using ten data sets: The Survey of Working Conditions (1969), The Quality of Employment 
Surveys (1973 and 1977), Class Structure and Class Consciousness (1980), Comparative 
ii 
Project in Class Analysis (1991), General Social Survey (1991, 2002), and the National 
Study of the Changing Workforce (1992, 1997, 2002).   
The drive for flexibility has had implications for workers’ job autonomy.  The 
increased education of labor force coupled with the post-Fordist emphasis on functional 
flexibility and slight shift of the occupational structure towards more complex jobs has led to 
a general increase in control over content for American workers.  While there has been an 
increase in some measures of control over terms of work, such as deciding breaks, flexibility 
for family or personal reasons has remained steady and even declined for men over the past 
thirty years.  This comes as a result of increased pressures on male managers to put long 
hours in at work, and a general intensification and extension of effort and time within the 
workplace for all workers. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
Control over work is a central concept in the sociology of work literature.  It underlies 
the organization of work and task structure (Halaby & Weakliem 1989, p. 550).  Marxian 
analyses of work focus on the inequality inherent in the relations of production, and argue 
that workers are alienated from their work by not having control over it.  Blauner (1964) 
finds that workers in different industries have varying degrees of control over their work 
depending on the technological processes inherent in their industries.  Further, Freidson 
(1970) argues that occupational control over the substantive core or content of work is the 
central defining aspect of a profession.  Finally, Hodson (2001, p.4) emphasized the 
importance of individual level control over work in his conception of dignity: “without some 
minimum of control, without dignity, work becomes unbearable.” 
Control over work occurs at different levels of analysis: organizational, occupational, 
and individual (Simpson 1985).  Organizational control over work requires that employers 
direct, evaluate and discipline workers through simple, technical and bureaucratic control 
systems (Edwards 1979).  Occupational control over work requires that occupational groups 
defend their jurisdiction over their tasks, and self-regulate their members through peer 
control and setting standards of conduct (Abbott 1988; Freidson 1970).  Individual control 
over work, also referred to as job autonomy, requires that workers exercise choice and 
 discretion over both substantive and procedural aspects of their jobs (Halaby & Weakliem 
1989, p. 549-550).  While organizational and occupational control both represent structural 
mechanisms that have implications for workers, most studies focus on one or the other 
without considering all influences on both substantive content and procedural terms of work.  
We have seen distinct changes in the social organization of work in the United States 
since the economic crises in the mid 1970s.  There has been a movement towards a post-
industrial economy with an emphasis on flexible production processes.  The occupational 
structure has been transformed largely as a result of the shift towards an economy based on 
service industries.  Manufacturing jobs have declined in the United States, and have moved 
offshore as a result of globalization, and the jobs that have taken their place range from some 
higher-skilled technical and managerial jobs to many lower-skilled service jobs.  Meanwhile, 
within firms and establishments, the organization of work has moved from a mainly 
bureaucratic organizational form known to stifle worker input towards a flexible 
organizational form that relies more on the input of individual workers.  Alterations in the 
composition of the labor force have accompanied this change in the social organization of 
work.  Female labor force participation has increased, and minority representation in higher 
status occupations has inched upwards.   
The dramatic changes in the workplace we have seen since the early 1970s have 
consequences for the way that American workers experience many hours of their waking 
lives.  The drive towards flexibility has produced a variety of conflicting implications (see 
Kalleberg 2001a and Vallas 1999 for summaries of this research).  On the one hand, 
flexibility at work has produced a ‘new deal’ at work where workers no longer have loyalty 
or security at a firm (see works such as Cappelli 1999 and Osterman 1999).  Such firms in 
2  
 this environment act in their own best interests, and less and less in the employee’s best 
interests.  Neo-Fordist analysts argue that flexible production systems have curbed job 
autonomy for workers.  Some neo-Fordists found that flexible production practices such as 
work teams can serve as additional mechanisms of control (Barker 1993; Graham 1995).  
Others found that flexibility allowed managers or engineers better control over the work 
process than workers (Shaiken et al. 1986; Vallas and Beck 1996).  Finally, Basso (2003) 
found that flexibility intensified work practices, ultimately leaving control over work in the 
hands of the employers.   
On the other hand, there are others that believe that growing flexibility in the workplace 
has had benefits for workers, such as increases in both skill acquisition and job autonomy.  
Post-Fordist analysts argue that flexible production systems have increased job autonomy for 
workers.  Some post-Fordists found that work teams engender greater commitment from 
workers in conjunction with increased participation in decision making at work (Appelbaum 
et al. 2000).  Others found that increased functional flexibility at work increased worker 
ability to control work (Smith 2001; Adler 1992).    
Given these competing explanations, understanding more about changes in a worker’s 
ability to control what they do at work, as well as how they can pace and schedule their work 
becomes a vital undertaking as control systems change, work becomes intensified, and work 
and family boundaries begin to blur.  To this point, most of the studies assessing the 
influences of flexibility have focused on specific industries, organizations, or occupations 
without a focus across the entire American workplace.  In addition, no study of job autonomy 
has examined the issue in a longitudinal manner in order to assess and explain changes in job 
autonomy.  As many processes at work are dynamic, an improved understanding of job 
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 autonomy over time will give us better insight into how macro level changes impact workers, 
and will allow us to empirically evaluate the claims of increased or decreased job autonomy 
found in the post-Fordist and neo-Fordist literatures. 
 
OVERVIEW OF DISSERTATION 
In this project, I examine how work structures and demographic characteristics affect 
the individual worker’s job autonomy or perception of control over two components of their 
work: what a worker does (control over content) and how they can schedule completion of 
their tasks (control over terms).  In order to incorporate all influences on control over work, I 
examine differences in job autonomy by looking at how both structural (occupational, 
organizational and authority relations) and demographic (gender, race, age, experience, 
education and family) forces can influence individual control over the substantive content 
and procedural terms of work.  I also test whether changes in demographics and work 
structures influence changes in job autonomy since the late 1960s.  Finally, I seek to 
contribute to the on-going debate among scholars of workplace change regarding the effects 
of flexibility on workers by empirically evaluating all American workers. 
This study examines the structural and demographic effects on job autonomy by using a 
wide variety of nationally representative data sets that contain the requisite measures for job 
autonomy, demographic and work structural information.  In order to assess changes in how 
work structures and demographics impact job autonomy, I analyze this relationship at 
different points in time since 1969.  There are ten data sets that have adequate data and 
matching measures on these relationships that span this period: one from the 1960s (Survey 
of Working Conditions, 1969), two from the 1970s (The Quality of Employment Surveys 
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 from 1973 and 1977), one from the 1980s (Class Structure and Class Consciousness), four 
from the 1990s (Comparative Project in Class Analysis 1991, General Social Survey, 1991, 
and the National Study of the Changing Workforce from both 1992 and 1997), and two from 
2002 (General Social Survey/Quality of Worklife supplement 2002 and National Study of the 
Changing Workforce from 2002).  Through use of each of these data sets, I will be able to 
show how job autonomy has changed, and what implications these changes may have for 
future workers and residents in the United States.   
The rest of this chapter will explain why job autonomy is central to the sociology of 
work and stratification literature, and how job autonomy should be measured.  Once our 
understanding of this concept has been established, we will explore the changing landscape 
of work since the late 1960s.  Finally, this chapter will briefly summarize what structural and 
demographic characteristics influence levels of job autonomy, and how job autonomy has 
changed over this time period. 
 
THE IMPORTANCE OF JOB AUTONOMY 
Job autonomy is central to the sociology of work and inequality literature.  It has 
historical roots as far back as Marx, and has consequences ranging from health to stress to 
job satisfaction.  In the following section, I will explore some of the historically and 
theoretically important aspects of job autonomy, and will discuss the importance of job 
autonomy in influencing several vital outcomes for the quality of both work and personal 
life. 
The theoretical predecessor to the concept of job autonomy lies in the issue of control 
over work and issues of class relations.  Marx ([1844] 2000) focused on the power 
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 differentials and class differences regarding the social relations of production.  Marx argued 
that class boundaries in capitalist societies revolved around the social relations of production.  
In his scheme, owners purchased the labor power of the working proletarian and were able to 
control the activities, product, and process of the laborer.  For Marx, the lack of ownership 
over the means of production led to the lack of control over the labor process.  Marx 
predicted that the inevitable result of the lack of control over the labor process would be 
worker alienation.  Workers would become alienated from the products they were creating, 
the process by which they made their products, their own creative “species being”, and other 
people.    
While theorists from Mayo to Lukacs wrote on alienation at work previous to the 1950s 
(see Bell 1959 for a brief history of writing on alienation), research on alienation at work 
expanded both in conceptualization and scope in the late 1950s through the work of two men: 
Melvin Seeman and Robert Blauner.  Seeman (1959, p.784) outlined a viable social-
psychological perspective that focuses on five variants of alienation: powerlessness, 
meaninglessness, normlessness, isolation, and self-estrangement.  This characterization of 
alienation extends the Marxian ideas of alienation by adding issues of normlessness, by 
showing how alienation can occur outside the workplace, and by allowing a more subjective 
approach to alienation that individuals can experience with or without reference to their 
relation to the ownership of production.   
Blauner (1964) focused on issues of technology and its relation to control over work 
and alienation.  He conceptualized alienation in four parts: powerlessness, meaninglessness, 
social alienation, and self-estrangement (Blauner 1964, Ch.2).  His conceptualization of 
powerlessness includes a focus on control over the conditions of employment and control 
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 over aspects of the work process including control over pace, control over quantity of 
production, and control over techniques of production (Blauner 1964, p. 20-22).  He found 
that different levels of technology influenced the degree to which workers felt alienated from 
their work in an inverted U shaped form.  Workers in industries with lower degrees of 
technology such as printing would have work that they could control, and thus were not 
alienated.  As automation increased, such as in industries like textiles and automobiles, 
workers would become increasingly alienated as the labor process relied more on technology 
and technical control.  However, the production process with the most advanced technology, 
such as in chemicals, required workers to exercise more control over their work, thus giving 
them more power and less alienation at work.   
The work of these two researchers brought a more nuanced view of alienation beyond 
Marx’s conception in that it looked at a wider a variety of influences on alienation beyond 
mere ownership of production.  These narratives focused more on the degree to which a 
worker could control his or her own work rather than on ownership over the means of 
production.  In addition, as evidenced by Seeman’s (1959) social-psychological view, 
understanding alienation did not necessarily have to rely on purely objective conditions, but 
rather perceptions of the individual worker as to the degree to which he/she could control 
their own work.  While Blauner and Seeman did not develop the social class implications of 
their research, two of the strongest class conceptualizations in the past thirty years by Erik 
Olin Wright (1985) and John Goldthorpe (1980) have included some degree of control over 
work as a part of their schema.   
In his work Classes, Wright (1985) portrays three different dimensions of inequality in 
relations among people in positions: amount of capitalization for organizations, 
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 organizational assets an individual possesses, and the level of skill/credential a person 
possesses.  He then uses these three dimensions to develop 12 distinct categories of class 
positions: ones where capitalization is most important- which can be measured by size of 
orgs (large organization, small organization, sole proprietor); amount of organizational 
assets- which can be seen in terms of workplace authority (manager, supervisor, and worker), 
and by skill level (expert, skilled, and uncredentialled worker).  The degree to which workers 
are located in each of these categories determines their class location: expert managers likely 
have more in common with each other than with unskilled workers, or even unskilled 
supervisors.  While Wright chooses to turn his focus away from job autonomy except to 
differentiate between a few skilled and uncredentialled workers (Wright 1985, p.53), he 
argues that workers of different skill levels in terms of occupation, and of different authority 
levels in terms of organizational position have different positions within a class framework.  
These different class positions, in turn, would have varying amounts of job rewards, with 
those in more favorable positions (highly skilled occupation, management) having greater 
rewards at work than those in less favorable positions (unskilled, worker). 
Goldthorpe (1980), on the other hand, utilizes a more Weberian approach that focuses 
on the shared life chances between people in certain occupational groups.  He argues that 
occupational group is the backbone to class structure.  Essentially, members of aggregated 
occupational groups that are have similar amounts of income, security, authority and control 
over production are placed together in groups that share similar life chances (Goldthorpe 
1980, p.39).  In Goldthorpe’s schema, control over work and job autonomy roughly 
correlates with class location: those with more control over work in their occupations 
generally have privileged locations in the class structure.  Similarly, Boreham (1991) found 
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 that class location influenced job autonomy for Australian workers.  Finally, Weeden and 
Grusky (2005) argue for the importance of individual occupational group as the basis for 
class analysis. 
In short, job autonomy serves as a measure that has an important relationship with class 
location.  People in positions that are generally associated with higher class location, such as 
authority and skill in an organization according to Wright, or aggregated occupational group 
according to Goldthorpe, should have higher levels of job autonomy at work as a 
consequence of their location.   
Besides being an important determinant in some schemas of social class location, job 
autonomy is also an important social indicator and predictor of a variety of outcomes.  
Spector (1986), in his meta-analysis of job autonomy, found that job autonomy is an 
important predictor of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, emotional distress, and 
absenteeism.  Karasek’s (1979) research focuses on the importance of job autonomy in 
decreasing levels of stress associated with work.  Workers with greater amounts of job 
autonomy have lower levels of stress at work, leading towards better health outcomes.  Ross 
and Reskin (1992) found that job autonomy influences job satisfaction: people with more 
autonomy had higher amounts of job satisfaction. 
Hodson (2001) considered job autonomy to be a vital factor that leads towards dignity 
at work.  Inability to attain autonomy at work is considered to be one of the major challenges 
in obtaining dignity at work (Hodson 2001, ch.3).  According to Hodson (2001), workers 
need to have discretion or control over their work in order to engage in purposeful work.  
Purposeful work has a variety of positive outcomes ranging from job satisfaction to a greater 
sense of fulfillment in life (Bandura 1975 cited in Hodson 2001, p. 237). 
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 In summation, job autonomy is a central concept in the Sociology of Work literature 
that has implications not only for stratification and class analysis, but also for the health of 
American workers.  Workers with more autonomy are more satisfied at work, have better 
health, and have greater opportunities to have more fulfillment in life.  Given the importance 
of job autonomy, we need to understand how job autonomy is distributed in the United 
States, and how changes at work have influenced changes in the distribution of job 
autonomy.  Before embarking on this task, we need to better understand what job autonomy 
is, and how it should be measured. 
 
WHAT IS JOB AUTONOMY: THE TWO DIMENSIONS OF 
JOB AUTONOMY 
 
Job autonomy is essentially control over work at the individual level rather than at the 
organizational or occupational level.  Job autonomy represents the degree to which a worker 
can control his or her own work.  As mentioned above, the conceptualization of job 
autonomy requires a detailed understanding of work processes, and therefore, needs to 
consider control over more than one aspect of work.  The following section will define job 
autonomy and explain how I conceptualize job autonomy for this project.  
For the purposes of this project, I use Hackman and Oldham’s (1980, p. 79) definition 
of job autonomy as “the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, 
and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to 
be used carrying it out.”  Following from this definition and sociological depictions of 
control over professional work (Freidson 1970, Simpson 1985), I conceptualize job 
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 autonomy as comprising control over two distinct processes of work: control over content 
and control over terms of work.   
Control over content of work focuses on whether a worker is able to direct and design 
the tasks he/she accomplishes, and the methods by which the worker accomplishes these 
tasks.  At the occupational level, Freidson (1970) argues that control over content is the 
central concept that distinguishes professional occupational groups from other occupational 
groups.  At the individual level, however, control over content refers to the amount of control 
that individual workers have over the substantive tasks they perform. 
Control over terms of work focuses on how the work is paced and scheduled rather than 
the substantive content of work.  In the professions literature, control over terms of work is 
often not considered to be as important to control over content of work.  For instance, Abbott 
(1988) argued that control over tasks was vital amongst professions, but did not focus on the 
pacing or scheduling of those tasks.  It is, however, very important to consider the control 
over terms of work because this is a vital component of work, especially considering that 
flexibility in scheduling has become increasingly important as more couples with children are 
having to balance both work and family commitments. 
Social researchers have different opinions and conceptions of control over work at the 
individual level.  Table 1.1 lists the conceptions of job autonomy that have been utilized over 
the past twenty-five years.  The following discussion elaborates on these conceptions of job 
autonomy. 
Kohn (1977) contributed the idea of occupational self-direction to the sociological 
literature.  Occupational self-direction refers to “the use of initiative, thought, and 
independent judgment in work” (Kohn 1977 p.139-140), and is supposed to influence a 
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 variety of other outcomes from parental values (Kohn 1977, chapter 9) to levels of alienation 
for the worker (Kohn 1976).  Rather than having specific indicators that directly measure the 
concept of occupational self-direction, Kohn operationalizes occupational self-direction as an 
unobserved variable determined by three components: how closely a worker is supervised, 
the repetitiveness of tasks (what he calls routinization), and substantive complexity (Kohn 
1976, p. 119).  More freedom from supervision, more variety in tasks, and more complexity 
in tasks will all lead towards greater self-direction of work (Kohn 1976, p. 112). 
While occupational self-direction is a vital concept within the autonomy literature, it is 
not a sufficient concept for studying individual level control over work due to issues of 
measurement.  Occupational self-direction does not consider control over terms of work such 
as control over scheduling workdays and control over taking breaks at work.  In addition, 
occupational self-direction is never measured in a direct manner.  While the concept of 
occupational self-direction is similar to control over content in spirit, it does not adequately 
represent control over content in that it is a set of predictors of job autonomy rather than a 
direct measure of it.   
Other researchers focus on ‘control over work’ rather than job autonomy.  Hodson et al. 
(1994) and Spector (1986) both stress that control over work requires not only job autonomy, 
but also participation in decision-making.  Conceptually, their definition of job autonomy 
comes from the work of Hackman & Oldham (1980), but adds a component of participation 
in decision-making to control over content and terms of work.  The main difficulty with 
considering participation in decision-making as part of control over work or job autonomy is 
the conflation of authority with autonomy.  Participation in organizational decision-making 
reflects the ability to possibly influence and exercise power over the work of others.  Almost 
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 by definition, participation in organizational decision-making represents authority rather than 
job autonomy, which is individual control over work (Wolf & Fligstein 1979, p.96).  While 
people with authority at work generally have more autonomy at work than those without 
authority, control over others’ work is a separate matter from control over one’s own work. 
While many social researchers do conceptualize job autonomy or ‘work autonomy’ as 
control over multiple parts of work, they often measure it as a solitary or unidimensional 
index.  For instance, one particularly good definition of job autonomy entails “control over 
scheduling, work pace, and conceptual initiative at work.” (Adler 1993, p.450).  Stets (1995) 
conceptualizes job autonomy as freedom of what to do at work, and freedom to decide how it 
is carried out.  Both of these explanations are measured in a single index that does not 
distinguish between multiple concepts.     
Finally, there are researchers that utilize multidimensional conceptualizations of job 
autonomy that are different than the one used in this project.  Sociologists Ross and Reskin 
(1992) focus on job autonomy as consisting of three components: control over one’s work 
(which is similar to Hackman & Oldham’s job autonomy), control over the work of others 
(i.e., authority), and control over the financial matters at the institution.  Psychometrician 
Breaugh (Breaugh 1985, 1989; Breaugh & Becker 1987) expands on Hackman & Oldham’s 
conceptualization of job autonomy by using a multidimensional model that includes three 
aspects of control over work.  The first two dimensions are taken directly from Hackman & 
Oldham’s model: work method autonomy and work scheduling autonomy.  The third 
dimension is work criteria autonomy.  According to Breaugh and Becker (1987), work 
criteria autonomy is seen when workers control the standards by which their work is judged.  
While the above conceptualizations are useful in pointing out the possibilities of individual 
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 level control over work, they unfortunately combine authority and autonomy.  Including 
control over any aspect of the work of others more accurately reflects authority rather than 
autonomy.  The concept of work criteria autonomy appears to be a viable component of job 
autonomy, but I would consider it to be separate from job autonomy.  While work criteria 
autonomy reflects evaluation, which is a vital component of organizational control over work 
(Edwards 1979, p. 17), it is quite separate from controlling the content and terms of one’s 
work.   
In summation, the research that examines job autonomy defines and measures job 
autonomy in a wide variety of ways.  Given this variety, I suggest that the overarching 
conceptualization of job autonomy has two dimensions: control over content and control over 
terms of work.  This conceptualization should help to bridge competing explanations, and 
will be further explored in Chapter 2.  The next section will provide the backdrop which 
shaped the job autonomy of American workers since the late 1960s. 
 
WHAT INFLUENCES JOB AUTONOMY AND HOW HAVE 
WORK STRUCTURES AND THE LABOR FORCE 
CHANGED? 
 
The model of job autonomy that I suggest can be seen in Figure 1.1.  It is based partly 
on the multistructural model to test job autonomy that has been presented by several 
sociologists (clear examples include Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, le Grand et al. 1994, 
Singelmann & Mecken 1992), but separates control over content from control over terms of 
work.  In short, work structures and demographic characteristics affect the amount of control 
a person perceives they have over both the content and terms of their work.   
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 Different analysts predict different amounts of discretion over work depending on their 
analysis of the situation.  I argue that there is important and useful truth about the American 
workplace to be seen in each of these analyses.  Over the period of study, control over the 
substantive content has increased due to the increased functional flexibility at work, 
increased levels of education, as well as the changed occupational structure and substantive 
complexity of occupations, and the greater amount of supervisory authority for American 
workers.  On the other hand, control over the flexibility in scheduling for family or personal 
reasons has remained stagnant for women and even declined for men as a result of the 
intensification of work. 
In the following section, I will discuss changes within each work structure and 
demographic characteristic since the late 1960s, and briefly explain how work structures such 
as organization and occupation and demographic characteristics such as gender, education 
and experience influence one’s ability to control their work. 
 
WORK STRUCTURES 
 
ORGANIZATIONS  
Changes in Organizations 
Over the past thirty years, American firms have changed the way they have organized 
work.  Before the oil shocks of the mid 1970s, bureaucracy was the most common form of 
organizational structure in larger organizations in the United States.  These workplaces were 
marked with internal labor markets, steep hierarchies, and job security (Kalleberg 2001a, p. 
438).  By 2002, many organizations had become more flexible in nature by changing the 
nature of work and organizational structures.  With increased competition, American firms 
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 have adopted more flexible work practices.  While there are a wide variety of classifications 
for different types of flexibility1, there are two different types of flexibility that are 
particularly salient across organizations: functional flexibility and numerical flexibility.  
Functional flexibility focuses on the firm’s need to employ workers that can perform a wide 
variety of tasks on the job.  High Performance Work practices that enhance job autonomy for 
workers such as quality circles, flex-time and self-managed teams are the embodiment of 
functional flexibility.  Numerical flexibility, on the other hand, focuses on the firm’s need to 
have flexible staffing arrangements in order to stay ‘lean and mean’ for competition and 
profits.   
Functional flexibility (e.g., High Performance Work Practices) requires workers to 
perform a wider variety of tasks at work.  Such practices include self-managed teams that 
have a decentralization of power with flattened hierarchies.  Workers in functionally flexible 
organizations cross-train in multiple areas, perform a wider variety of tasks at work, and have 
more participation in decision-making (Smith 1997).  These factors engender greater 
organizational commitment from the workers.  This commitment is often expressed by 
putting in longer and more intense hours at work (Basso 2003).  This form of flexibility is 
good for employers because it takes advantage of worker input in order to improve efficiency 
in production, thereby cutting costs.  It can be good for employees because it can give them 
greater discretion and control over the content of their work, though, as discussed below, this 
point is under debate. 
Numerical flexibility refers to the use of externalizing employment in order to keep 
labor costs down.  By relying on non-standard work arrangements such as contracting, 
temping, and part-time workers, employers can adjust their labor needs to eliminate paying 
                                                 
1 For more conceptualizations, see Vallas (1999), and Kalleberg (2001a). 
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 for wasteful labor.  The growth of both downsizing and contingent labor over the 1980s and 
1990s reflects the emergence of numerical flexibility among firms.  Downsizing sought to 
eliminate positions that were considered to be redundant in nature.  In the 1980s, downsizing 
mainly affected workers in manufacturing, but by the 1990s, it had come to influence 
workers in White Collar and Managerial occupations, as well (Fallick 1996).  Even though 
their percentage of the labor force is still quite low, use of temporary and other forms of 
contingent labor has grown substantially in percentage over the past 25 years (Kalleberg 
2000).  The growth of service work has led to this change, as service work is not only more 
variable than manufacturing, but also requires a more 24/7 orientation (Kalleberg 2001b, p. 
197; Presser 2003).  Numeric flexibility can help buffer those in ‘core’ positions in 
organizations from shifts in the economy (see Atkinson 1984 for a discussion about the 
‘flexible firm’).  These core employees may be allowed to retain higher amounts of control 
over their work, even as some contingent employees have less control over their work2.   
There are two competing conceptualizations of flexibility at work that portray different 
outcomes for workers.  Each school of thought is positioned in relation to the ‘Fordist’ model 
of production that served to place the production process squarely in the hand of managers 
(see Braverman 1974 for a history of this process).  The Fordist model of mass production 
has been seen in the ideas of Frederick Winslow Taylor and implemented in Henry Ford’s 
early plants, and can be seen in technical control systems and bureaucracies.  Much of the 
follow-up work comes out of the flexible specialization described in Piore & Sabel’s (1984) 
                                                 
2 This varies by form of contingent employment.  As Kalleberg (2003) points out, there is great diversity in the 
quality of contingent employment, and levels of control for contingent employment.  Highly skilled contingent 
workers such as independent contractors would generally have a good amount of control over their work while 
lower skilled contingent workers such as low skilled temp workers would generally have little control over their 
work.  While independent contractors may still have a lot of control over the content of their work, and part-
time employees may have a lot of control over their scheduling, temporary workers are subject to multiple 
mechanisms of control, and often do not retain job autonomy (Smith 1994). 
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 Second Industrial Divide regarding the new form of production that was to replace mass 
production.  The Post-Fordist theorists generally feel that the new mode of organization has 
improved conditions for workers beyond the Fordist mode of production while the Neo-
Fordist theorists generally feel that the new mode of organization has further deteriorated 
conditions for workers beyond the Fordist mode of production.   
The Post-Fordist theorists believe that the changes in flexibility at work have generally 
served to empower employees by allowing greater job autonomy at work.  These analysts 
focus on the aspects of flexible production that represent an improvement over bureaucratic 
organization.  One of the main features of post-Fordist workplaces is the use of work teams.  
These High Performance Practices reduce the strict hierarchy found in the more bureaucratic 
mass production models.  According to theorists in this vein, the new production models 
allow workers to program machines and work with more complex tasks, thus breaking the 
division of mental and manual labor (Vallas 1999, p. 71).  As seen in the occupations and job 
autonomy literature, those with more complex work have greater job autonomy (Simpson 
1985).  Post-Fordist theorists also focus on the advent of functional flexibility and point out 
that workers are able to work on a variety of tasks rather than a limited amount of tasks found 
in Fordist workplaces. 
The Neo-Fordist theorists, on the other hand, argue that these new forms of 
organization at work serve to centralize the power in the hand of the managers even further 
than before, and that the new forms of production actually intensify work for the individual.  
According to the Neo-Fordists, work teams are introduced by management, and rather than 
representing an abatement of hierarchy, management creates the conditions through which 
the teams must produce.  A corollary feature of High Performance Work Practices mentioned 
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 in the above paragraph is the increased commitment and intensification of work for the 
employee.  Neo-Fordists point out that under these new forms of organization, work has 
intensified as employees not only put in longer hours, but also put in more mentally 
strenuous hours (Basso 2003).   
The empirical findings to this point regarding the distinction between the neo-Fordist 
and post-Fordist schools provide mixed evidence.  Some researchers have found support for 
the post-Fordist ideas.  Such evidence indicates that workers have greater amounts of 
discretion and intrinsic rewards under these work systems.  For instance, Appelbaum et al. 
(2000) found that workers in High Performance Work Organizations across a variety of 
industries had increased participation in decision making and intrinsic rewards.  Adler (1992) 
found that under new organization processes, task analysis was given to workers in 
production rather than engineers, thus giving production workers greater control and 
responsibility at work.  There are a few instances where there was some support for post-
Fordist ideas, but no evidence of genuinely improved conditions for workers.  For instance, 
Zuboff (1988) found that computerized systems not only gave workers greater skills and 
access to data, but also increased managerial control over the labor process.  Hodson (1996) 
found evidence for increased autonomy at work for people in flexible workplaces, but that 
these levels are not quite as high as those under craft production.   
Vallas (1999) pointed out that most empirical findings indicate that the structural 
changes at work have not generally improved conditions at work for American workers, and 
support a more ‘neo-Fordist’ approach.  For instance, Shaiken et al. (1986) found that 
managers in organizations that used flexible production systems worked to centralize 
production and limit the job autonomy of workers.  Vallas and Beck (1996) found that the 
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 flexible production systems served to give manual workers more skills, but less discretion 
over their work.  Barker (1993) found that the new work processes at “ISE Communications” 
led to a new form of control called ‘concertive control’.  Concertive control put the control 
over the labor process squarely in the hands of workers rather than bureaucratic rules or 
within a hierarchy.  However, the shift to concertive control served to further control workers 
through their peer work teams (Barker 1993).  Graham (1995), in her study of Subaru-Isuzu, 
also found that teams served more as another form of social control rather than a form of 
empowerment.  In his study of textile organizations in North Carolina, Taplin (1995) found 
no upgrading of skill or discretion with flexible production and work teams.  Workers in 
teams had similar amounts of discretion at work despite the rhetoric of ‘empowerment’ 
(Taplin 1995).  Finally, in his analysis of working hours at the dawn of the twenty-first 
century, Basso (2003) argues that the work intensification found in the flexible production 
systems associated with “Toyotaism” serves to limit worker’s ability to control their hours at 
work. 
Influence of Organization on Job Autonomy 
In studies of job autonomy, organizational size reflects the most important 
organizational factor that influences job autonomy (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996).  
Organizational size is vital in that it reflects other aspects of the organization, such as control 
systems, structure and hierarchy.  While smaller organizations may not provide as many 
fringe benefits as larger organizations, they can provide less alienating conditions for 
workers in organizations (Ram 1991).  In addition, idiosyncratic jobs in smaller, nascent 
organizations may require that workers have more control over their work because their jobs 
fill unique roles in the organization (Aldrich 1999).  Larger organizations will be more likely 
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 to utilize bureaucratic control systems that require formalized hierarchical relations that 
control operations and output at work.  As the level of bureaucratization increases, greater 
degrees of hierarchy, formalization, and interdependent tasks serve to limit the job autonomy 
of the individual worker (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996).  Most empirical studies have found 
that organizational size has a negative effect on job autonomy (Kalleberg & Leicht 1986, 
Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, Dobbin & Boychuk 1999, leGrand et al. 1994, Singelmann & 
Mencken 1992).  While workers in larger organizations have traditionally had less job 
autonomy than those in smaller organizations, the movement towards flexibility in the 
workplace may change the dynamic of this relationship.  Larger organizations also are more 
likely to adopt flexible work practices than smaller organizations (Osterman 1994).  As these 
larger organizations adopt such work practices, workers in larger organizations may not have 
significantly less job autonomy than workers in smaller organizations.   
 
OCCUPATIONS  
Changes in Occupational Structure and Complexity 
The composition of the occupational structure has changed as a result of the changing 
industrial structure.  Over the past thirty years, the occupational structure continued to evolve 
towards the post-industrial society that Bell (1973) foresaw in his work The Coming of Post 
Industrial Society.  As the industrial structure shifts towards service, the occupational mix of 
workers in the labor force reflects a similar change.  There are a greater amount of workers in 
managerial, professional and service occupations over this time period.  The shift in the 
occupational structure is geared towards an increase in highly skilled and educated 
professionals and managers, along with an increase in workers in service occupations such as 
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 cashiers and restaurant workers that help to fuel the emergent 24/7 economy.  In a sense, the 
jobs with the greatest amount of growth over the period of study can be separated into the 
good jobs (managerial and professional) that are high in both intrinsic and extrinsic factors 
versus the bad jobs (some service) that often rank low in both intrinsic and extrinsic factors.  
There has been a decline in the percentage of workers in Blue Collar occupations.  Many of 
these jobs that ranked low in intrinsic factors have moved overseas to countries whose labor 
costs are far less expensive than in the United States.   
The complexity of work for people in different occupations has also changed since the 
late 1960s.  Some have argued that there has been a deskilling at work across a variety of 
occupations.  For instance, Garson’s Electronic Sweatshop (1988) showed workers in a 
variety of contexts whose routines at work had been computerized.  Such workers ranged 
from the predictable fast food worker to even stock-brokers that were given protocol 
programs to follow.  There has also been evidence of deskilling in the service industry (see 
Leidner 1993), as well as a rationalized trend towards efficiency known as 
“McDonaldization” (Ritzer 2000).  Such practices would generally tend to reduce the 
discretion that one has at work. 
The general evidence, however, tends to indicate that work has generally upgraded in 
complexity over time.  While some of the above analysts blame computers for deskilling 
work, Autor et al (1998) found that computers upgraded skills at work over the previous fifty 
years.  Levy and Murnane (2004) found that American workers have to engage in greater 
amounts of higher order tasks such as analysis and synthesis of data.   Hartmann et al. (1986) 
argued that while there is evidence of downgrading and upgrading of skill required for work 
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 in the United States, on the whole, the evidence shows an overall increase in complexity at 
work in the United States. 
While there has been an upgrade in complexity of work, this period under study also 
saw the supposed decline in professional powers.  Some analysts argued that professions had 
experienced a degree of deprofessionalization as a result of people challenging the power of 
workers in professional occupations (Haug 1973).  Others argued that professionals lost 
power because they were increasingly organized in bureaucratic organizations (McKinley & 
Stoekle 1988).  In addition, some noted that countervailing powers such as drug companies 
and HMOS tried to usurp powers from physicians, cutting into the job autonomy of 
physicians (Hafferty & Light 1995).  Contrasting these accounts of decline in professional 
powers are those that argue that professionals retained dominance because they were still 
able to control the content of their work and the jurisdiction over their work (Freidson 1986; 
Abbott 1988).  Successful guarding over jurisdiction indicates the power some occupations 
have due to their status and their position in a division of labor.  For instance, physicians are 
often considered to be leaders in a team of health care providers, thus, they often have more 
control over their own work tasks than nurses or other members of the healthcare team.  This 
reflects the occupational power of professionals, which leads to greater job autonomy for 
individual professionals. 
 
Influence of Occupation on Job Autonomy 
There are two main features of occupations that have an impact on who gets autonomy 
and who does not: complexity and power.  Workers that work in occupations that require 
greater amounts of substantive complexity often have more control over what they do at 
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 work because their work does not require constant supervision, and because outsiders are 
unable to evaluate work.  Workers in occupational groups that have more power generally 
have more autonomy than workers in occupational groups without much power.  
Occupational power is the ability of an occupation to defend itself against the incursions of 
others to obtain or maintain advantage in the allocation of income or other job rewards (Form 
& Huber 1976, p. 753).  The empirical literature indicates that workers in complex and 
powerful occupations generally have more autonomy than workers in less complex and 
powerful occupations (Harley 2001, Kalleberg & Leicht 19863, Singelmann & Mencken 
1992).  As complexity at work grows in the American workplace, American workers will 
have greater amounts of job autonomy. 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
Changes in the Labor Force 
There has been a tremendous increase in Female Labor Force Participation over the 
period of study.  The Female Labor Force Participation Rate climbed from 42.7% to 59.6% 
from 1969 to 2002 (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2005).  In addition, the percent of the labor 
force that is female over the period of study increased from 37.8% in 1969 to 46.5% in 2002 
(Bureau of Labor Statistics 2005).  These changes have come as a result of a variety of 
factors such as increased opportunities for women at work, increased desires for women to 
work, education levels for women, stagnant wages for men, and the subsequent need for 
dual-earner families.  The supply of educated women that enter the labor force has increased 
over the period of study.  The percentage of the female labor force that had 4 or more years 
                                                 
3 Kalleberg & Leicht (1986) also found that complexity has a negative effect on job autonomy for managers. 
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 of college education increased from 11.2% to 31.3% from 1970 to 2002 (U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics 2005).  The percentage of the male labor force with 4 or more years of 
college education increased over this time period as well, from 15.7% to 31.8% (U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics 2005).  As labor force participation rates and employment rates are 
associated with education, these increases in educational attainment partly explain the 
increase of female labor force participation.   
Another reason for increased labor force participation for women in this time period is 
the stagnation of male wages.  Women have needed to enter the labor force in order to earn 
additional income to help with family expenses.  In fact, one of the groups that most 
influenced the rise of female labor force participation was mothers of young children 
(Hayghe 1997).  Concurrent with the increased entrance of mothers in the labor force is the 
rise of dual-earning couples over the 1980s and 1990s (Jacobs & Gerson 2004, ch2).  Jacobs 
& Gerson (2004, ch2) note that the shift away from male breadwinner households also 
includes a rise in single female-headed households.  Both of these trends have served as 
obstacles to the work/family balance that families try to achieve.  In this context, flexibility 
in scheduling work becomes more important as workers may have to take tame from work to 
take care of their families.  As women are generally more responsible for caregiving than 
men, flexibility should be particularly important for female workers. 
The educational attainment of American workers has also changed to reflect the 
requirements for jobs in the Labor Force.  Over this time period, there has been an increase in 
the overall skill requirements for work.  As a result, more workers than ever before are 
earning college degrees.  The percentages of people 25 years or older that have completed 
bachelor’s degrees has greatly increased from 10.7% in 1969 to 26.7% in 2002 (U.S. Census 
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 Bureau 2004).  This increase in education partly reflects the importance of the skill and 
training required to perform certain jobs in the knowledge economy.  It also reflects, perhaps, 
a greater need for educational credentials to qualify people for certain occupations.  While 
there is certainly debate about the deskilling of work versus the upgrading of skills for work, 
as the occupational structure includes more professionals and managers, education becomes 
more central to American workers, particularly those desiring valued jobs in professional and 
managerial occupations.     
Regarding the other pillar of human capital, some have argued that tenure within 
organizations has declined since the late 1960s, as more flexible workplaces downsize their 
workers, and as the traditional ‘lifetime’ employment model began to deteriorate (Cappelli 
1999).  However, evidence of the decline in tenure is mixed with some analysts finding little 
change in tenure (Farber 1995) while others find some decline in tenure for workers 
(Neumark 2000). 
Influence of Demographic Characteristics on Job Autonomy 
Theory and empirical evidence both indicate that women have lower job autonomy than 
men.  One of the central explanations proposed for why women have lower job autonomy 
comes from differences in authority at work (Adler 1993).   Differences in authority root 
from both demand side factors such as preferences, stereotypes, and statistical discrimination 
and supply side factors such as gender role socialization that lead women to work in different 
occupations than men (Reskin 1993).  The empirical evidence indicates quite clearly that 
women have less job autonomy than men, even after controlling for other demographic and 
work structural characteristics (Ross & Reskin 1992, Singelmann & Mencken 1992, le Grand 
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 et al. 1994).  Given the fact that men and women have differences in levels of job autonomy, 
I will analyze men and women separately and comparatively throughout this study. 
In general, race does not play as important of a role in inequality in autonomy as it does 
in other studies such as income or authority (Farley 1996, Smith 2002).  Whites have higher 
education, and work in occupations that offer higher rewards than African-Americans.  
Because education and occupation are important factors that influence job autonomy, one 
would expect that African-Americans would have less job autonomy than Whites.  
Empirically, however, this inequality generally does not hold once structural factors such as 
occupational status and organizational size, and human capital characteristics are considered 
(Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, Petrie & Roman 2004, Fenwick & Olsen 1986, Jaffee 1989, 
Kalleberg & Leicht 1986).   
Workers with higher degrees of education should have more control over their work.  
Education can serve as a credential for jobs that perform highly complex tasks.  In addition, 
education can serve as a requirement for promotion into jobs with greater amounts of not 
only power, but also discretion over work.  Both complexity and power are important 
determinants of job autonomy, as will be discussed in later chapters.  The empirical evidence 
generally indicates that highly educated workers have more job autonomy than less educated 
workers, even after controlling for other demographic and structural characteristics (Durham 
et al. 1981, Fenwick & Olsen 1986, and Ross & Reskin 1992, Jaffee 1989, Boreham 1991), 
and the increase of education over the period of study should raise the job autonomy of 
American workers. 
In general, the longer an employee works at an organization, the more control they 
should have over their work.  This is primarily due to the tacit knowledge accrued during the 
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 time at the organization and the rewards that come with seniority at an organization.  The 
empirical literature provides mixed support for the influence of experience on job autonomy.  
Some studies find no effect of tenure on job autonomy (Jaffee 1989, Boreham 1991) while 
others find a positive effect of tenure on job autonomy (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, 
Kalleberg & Leicht 1986, le Grand et al. 1994).   
Older workers have more control over their work than their younger counterparts.  Part 
of the effect of age on job autonomy may likely be related to seniority within an organization 
as mentioned above.  In addition, older workers perceive greater job rewards, such as job 
satisfaction, than their younger counterparts (Kalleberg & Loscocco 1983).  The empirical 
literature has found mixed support for the effect of age on autonomy.  Some studies have 
found no effect after controlling for other factors (Kalleberg & Leicht 1986, Jaffee 1989) 
while others support the finding that older workers have more control over their work than 
younger workers (Durham et al. 1981, Fenwick & Olsen 1986, Ross & Reskin 1992).  As the 
labor force ages, American workers should gain in job autonomy. 
Family factors such as having children and working spouses can potentially influence 
one’s ability to control the terms of their work.  For instance, mothers of young children may 
choose work arrangements that are more flexible in nature than other women.  Workers with 
partners who are also in the labor force may also require flexible scheduling in order to take 
care of domestic responsibilities.  The empirical evidence, however, does not indicate that the 
potential need for flexibility matches the ability to get flexibility at work.  Family variables 
such as marital status do not have a strong effect on control over terms of work (Jacobs & 
Gerson 2004, p. 103).  This finding counters the elevated importance of work/family balance, 
and will be further explored in this project. 
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In summation, job autonomy varies by both work structure and demographic 
characteristic.  The changes that have occurred in the American workplace since the late 
1960s in work structures and labor force composition have implications for changes in 
control over content and control over terms of work.  In some regards, we may expect to find 
that neo-Fordists are correct in finding that American workers have less control over the 
content of work on balance, as changes in control systems and declining hierarchies would 
lead to less control over content.  However, as we will see later, the increased education of 
labor force coupled with the post-Fordist emphasis on functional flexibility and increasing 
complexity at work and shift of the occupational structure has led to a general increase in 
control over content for American workers.  If job autonomy were a unidimensional 
construct, we would also expect a uniform and concurrent increase in control over terms over 
the period of study as well.  An increase in positions with authority and the increased flexible 
nature of work would fit nicely with worker control over scheduling.  While there has been 
an increase in some measures of control over terms of work, flexibility for family or personal 
reasons has remained steady and even declined for men.  This comes as a result of increased 
pressures on male managers to put long hours in at work, and a general intensification and 
extension of effort and time within the workplace.  
 
STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION 
This dissertation will further explore these issues by looking at how changes in the 
demographics of the labor force, and work structures influence job autonomy for American 
workers.  Chapter 2 will discuss the data and statistically validate the distinction between 
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 control over content and control over terms of work.  In addition, this chapter will discuss the 
dependent and independent measures to be used in this project, and describe the changes in 
job autonomy since 1969.  Chapter 3 will explore the demographic influences on job 
autonomy and find that both achieved and ascribed characteristics influence a person’s ability 
to control their work.  Chapters 4 and 5 will examine the structural influences on job 
autonomy and will find that organizational characteristics such as size and occupational 
characteristics such as substantive complexity will influence a person’s ability to control their 
work.  Chapter 6 will assess all of these changes in job autonomy, and forge an improved 
understanding of how changes in the American workplace in the time of flexibility and 
diversification impact the working experience of individual workers. 
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Figure 1.1:  Model of Control over Work
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Table 1.1:  Different Conceptions of Control over work at the individual level 
 
Hackman & 
Oldham (1980) 
Job autonomy is the degree to which the job provides 
substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to 
the individual in scheduling the work and in 
determining the procedures to be used carrying it out. 
Kohn (1977) Occupational self direction as a measure consisting of 
three components:  
1. closeness of supervision 
2. routinization 
3. substantive complexity. 
Hodson et al. 
(1994), Spector 
(1986) 
Control over work consists of two components: 
1. job autonomy (Hackman & Oldham 1980) 
2. participation in decision-making 
Breaugh & Becker 
(1987) 
Comprised of three components: 
1. work method autonomy 
2. work scheduling autonomy 
3. work criteria autonomy 
Stets (1995), Adler 
(1993) 
Definition of job autonomy includes control over both 
content and scheduling, but actual measure is 
unidimensional. 
Ross & Reskin 
(1992) 
Job autonomy consists of three components: 
1. control over one’s own work 
2. control over the work of others 
3. control over financial matters at the 
organization 
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CHAPTER 2:  MEASUREMENT OF CHANGES IN JOB 
AUTONOMY 1969-2002 
 
The purpose of this study is to look at changes in job autonomy over 30 years.  This 
chapter will discuss the type of data needed to conduct such a study.  After the data set for 
analysis has been presented, I will detail how job autonomy has been measured, and will test 
the statistical validity of the conceptual distinction between control over content and control 
over terms with a Confirmatory Factor Analysis.  Due to data limitations, I only create 
indices for one year in cross section: 1997.  Through this Confirmatory Factor Analysis, I 
establish that two theoretical concepts are found in empirical measurement: an overarching 
index for control over content and an overarching index for control over terms of work.  
After confirming that control over content and control over terms are separate empirically, 
due to data limitations, I will assess change in job autonomy over time by focusing on 
individual measures of both control over content and control over terms.  After the 
measurement of job autonomy, I will look at how job autonomy has changed over time for 
American workers and conclude that control over content increased while control over terms 
increased for some measures and decreased for others. 
 
 
 
 DATA REQUIREMENTS 
 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, this project intends to study whether workers’ 
ability to control their own work has changed since the late 1960s as a result of changes in 
the workplace.  The data for such a project needs to consider the wide variety of 
organizations, occupations, and people that comprise the American workplace.  This section 
will describe what kind of data must be utilized in order to make successful comparisons 
across work structures and across time.  
Studies of workers are often cast in a fairly limited scope.  Case studies regarding 
control over work generally operate in specific contexts.  For instance, case studies can be 
designed so that the data are fairly detailed, but only collected for one context such as a 
specific occupation.  Other case studies are designed so that the data are not as detailed, but 
collected across a wider variety of work contexts such as nationally representative studies of 
workers like the Quality of Employment Surveys from the 1970s.  Below, I will compare and 
contrast these approaches, and explain why it is crucial to use nationally representative data 
for this project. 
Often, the studies in the canon of Sociology of Work, Industrial Sociology and 
Organizational Behavior focus on fairly detailed phenomena within one particular 
occupation, one particular industry or one particular organization.  Most of the classic works 
in this canon study only one context (see Hodson 2001 for an impressive listing of English 
language ethnographies of workplaces).  For control over work, the classic works are in this 
vein.  Blauner’s (1964) Alienation and Freedom examined the influence of technology on 
worker autonomy by focusing only on one occupational group (production worker) in four 
industries.  Freidson’s (1970) Profession of Medicine studied the professional power of only 
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 one occupational group: physicians.  These two studies are fairly representative of some of 
the classics in the field of Sociology of Work.  While these works are vital to our 
understanding of our work processes, their generalizability across multiple contexts beyond 
production work and medicine may fall short.   
The central criticism of these studies is that they do not account for all of the rich 
variation that occurs across multiple work structures.  Different work structures intersect to 
produce a variety of outcomes at work.  For instance, not all workers in an organization may 
have equal opportunities for advancement.  Advancement may vary by department, 
occupational group, or whether a union is involved in the negotiation process, or perhaps a 
combination of these three work structures.  In order to avoid the problem of a narrow focus, 
we need to consider multiple work structures at once, and thus take a multivariate structural 
approach.    
A good example of a multivariate structural approach that dealt with job autonomy is 
the work of Kalleberg and his colleagues (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, Kalleberg & Leicht 
1986).  In these studies, they sought to see how multiple work structures such as the 
influence of organization, occupation, and union would influence the job autonomy of 
workers.  They found that job autonomy varied across each of these work structures.  People 
in smaller organizations, people in occupations with greater substantive complexity, and 
people in non-union jobs had more control over their work than those in larger organizations, 
less complex occupations, and unions respectively.  While Kalleberg & Leicht (1986) used a 
sample of workers that was fairly limited (those in manufacturing industries in Indiana), the 
Kalleberg & Van Buren (1996) study used a sample of nationally representative workers. 
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 The importance of using nationally representative data to address these broad-based 
changes in the American workplace cannot be stressed enough.  The variation of work within 
and across different work structures in the United States requires data whose sampling frame 
is sufficiently broad.  The macro-level changes at work are not always uniform across 
occupations, industries or organizations.  For instance, physicians in the United States are 
historically considered to be a professional occupational group whose members have high 
levels of job autonomy.  Over the last thirty years, however, analysts have considered that the 
job autonomy of individual physicians has faltered as a greater proportion of physicians have 
entered large organizations (McKinlay & Stoeckle 1988).  Just because one is a physician 
does not automatically mean that he or she will have the same amount of control over their 
own work as another physician.  In addition, not all the changes in the American workplace 
occurred in each setting.  High Performance Work Practices were not ubiquitous in all 
industries or organizations.  In fact, the evidence finds that they are more likely to be used in 
larger organizations (Osterman 1994).   Furthermore, if one only studies large organizations, 
then one does not capture the way that organizations operate in the United States, because 
most of the organizations in the United States are small (Granovetter 1984; Aldrich 1999).  
Finally, studying the job autonomy of only union members would give artificially low levels 
of job autonomy because union workers generally have less job autonomy than non-union 
workers (Dobbin & Boychuk 1999).  If we consider all of these contexts at once, then we 
will be able to begin to capture the richness of the American work experience. 
Another advantage of utilizing nationally representative data sets to address changing 
working conditions for American workers is that these data sets can objectively capture the 
conditions at different periods in time without relying on recall of memory, or changing 
36  
 conditions of individuals in careers.  If the stories of declining tenure and changing 
organizations and occupations told in the career literature are to be believed, then we will not 
have people employed for a sufficient period of time to tell us the story of changes in 
organizations across a long period of time. 
Moreover, individuals that have stayed in organizations for an extended period of time 
may have different experiences at work due to the variety of jobs they may have had within 
an organization.  For instance, if one works their way up a job ladder through an internal 
labor market over the period of twenty years, then it is likely that they will objectively have 
more responsibility, utilize more skills (Althauser & Kalleberg 1981), and as a likely result, 
have greater job autonomy at work in later years simply as a result of their organizational 
position.  While a panel study may solve this particular problem, there are not sufficient 
panel surveys that satisfactorily address job autonomy in a comprehensive way. 
The only way to determine changes in job autonomy for all American workers is to 
utilize nationally representative data sets, and use comparable measures across time.  This 
will allow us to compare workers from different years with one another in a standardized 
manner.  From this, we can assess whether there has been a change in job autonomy, and if 
so, for whom?  The next two sections of this chapter will address which data sets were 
utilized for this project, and how job autonomy will be measured across such a variety of 
contexts and time periods. 
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 DATA 
 
The data utilized for this project are nationally representative data sets from 1969-2002.  
The start date of 1969 captures the time period before the oil crises and the coming of the 
“Age of Diminished Expectations” (Krugman 1997).  This start date also allows for inclusion 
of demographic baselines before major changes in the Labor Force that started in the mid 
1970s, such as the influx of mothers into the labor force, dual-earner households, and around 
the creation of Affirmative Action programs.  It also allows for an examination of working 
conditions before major changes in the social organization of work in the United States.  The 
early 1970s represent the end of the post-war boom when job rewards increased for many 
American workers, as well as a period over which large organizations still overwhelming 
organized in bureaucratic or Fordist styles.  This stands in contrast to the more flexible 
organizations seen today. 
The task of collecting data on non-economic job rewards is not as straightforward as 
one may hope.  The nationally representative samples of American workers that are taken on 
a very regular basis often do not ask detailed questions about working conditions or non-
economic job rewards.  The best nationally representative data sets of American workers are 
the series of the Current Population Survey (CPS) conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau for 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  While the CPS is useful in many ways, there is little 
information in the regular surveys that can be studied beyond simple demographics, 
employment, unemployment, and income.  While the CPS has valuable supplements that 
have looked at a variety of working conditions, from displaced workers in the ‘even’ years 
(1984, 1986, etc..) to contingent workers in the ‘odd’ years (1995, 1997, etc..), even those 
data sets do not attempt to measure non-economic rewards as elementary as job satisfaction.  
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 Data sets such as these produce information that is limited in scope in that they do not cover 
a wider variety of non-economic outcomes, such as job autonomy. 
In order to understand the differences in job autonomy by work structures and 
demographic characteristics, I have chosen to incorporate as many nationally representative 
data sets of workers that have measures of both job autonomy and the selected independent 
variables as I possibly could over this time period.  This will not only allow me to analyze a 
variety of different demographic and structural influences, but also allow me to make claims 
that will resonate among most American workers rather than for a limited amount of workers 
confined to particular industries or occupations.  Table 2.1 briefly describes each of the ten 
data sets that I incorporate in my study.  Below, I will describe the data sets in greater detail.   
 
SURVEY OF WORKING CONDITIONS, 1969 
 
The Survey of Working Conditions was conducted toward the end of 1969 by the 
Survey Research Center of the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan.  
The data set was sponsored by the Employee Standards Administration of the United States 
Department of Labor.  This was the first in a series of data sets collected by this group that 
sought to learn about American working experiences across a nationally representative data 
set.  In addition to establishing a baseline of American working conditions, the goals for the 
investigators that created this data set were to look at problems that American workers were 
facing, and at the well-being of American Workers (ISR Social Science Archive 1975, p. I).  
This data set represents an improvement over the National Opinion Research Center’s Survey 
of Men Employed in Civilian Occupations in the United States data set from 1964 if only for 
the fact that it included women as well as men. 
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 The workers in this data set were nationally representative of people in the United 
States that were non-institutionalized, in group quarters, or homeless.  These stipulations are 
fairly common across all of the data sets involved due to the nature of telephone survey 
techniques employed.  Thus, the data sets are only representative of people that had regular 
access to telephones.  In addition, workers from Hawaii and Alaska were not surveyed in this 
or most of the other surveys.  The response rate is quite good for a survey such as this, and 
the sample is an appropriate size to get a nationally representative sample of the labor force 
in 1969. 
Finally, those surveyed had to be only 16 years of age or older, and had to work 20 
hours or more.  The age stipulation is reflective of the norms of that time period, when labor 
force participation often began before age 18. 
 
QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT SURVEYS: 1973 and 1977 
 
The Quality of Employment Surveys (QES) of 1973 and 1977 are follow-ups to the 
Survey of Working Conditions in 1969.  They were conducted by the same group of 
researchers, and have similar sampling frames.  Workers had to be at least 16 years old and 
work at least 20 hours per week at their jobs.  The questions asked in each of these two 
surveys touched upon many of the themes from the 1969 survey.   
While there was a panel component between these years to see if identical workers had 
different working conditions and job rewards between the 1973 and 1977, this panel 
component was not utilized for this dissertation.  The decision to avoid this comparison was 
due to small scope of time between these four years, and the lack of comparable measures for 
control over terms of work. 
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CLASS STRUCTURE AND CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS, 1980 
 
The Class Structure and Class Consciousness (CSCC) data set is a rich data set that was 
collected in order to study cross-national differences in class relations, systemic inequality, 
working conditions, and job rewards.  It was conducted by Erik Olin Wright and his 
colleagues, and analyses from this data set can be seen in two of his works: Classes (1985) 
and Class Counts (1997).  The countries besides the United States that are represented in this 
data set include Canada, Sweden, Finland and Norway.  While other analysts have used this 
data set to study job autonomy either in the United States (Alder 1993) or cross-nationally 
(Singelmann & Mencken 1992, Dobbin & Boychuk 1999), for the purposes of this project, I 
will only utilize the data collected for the United States. 
The sampling frame for this data set cast a slightly wider net than the Survey of 
Working Conditions or Quality of Employment Surveys.  While the geographic area was 
similar to the earlier data sets, and the age range was only slightly constricted (it only 
interviewed people 18 years and older), the sampling frame for the Class Structure and Class 
Consciousness survey included people that were unemployed, and homemakers whose 
spouses worked.  For the purposes of my analyses, I only utilized the data that was collected 
from people who themselves were employed.  Thus, I only considered 1499 out of 1761 
cases.  The response rates for the data sets were acceptable. 
In addition, the data set contains more self-employed workers than the national norm.  
The percentage of self-employed workers in this data set is 14.7%, which is above the 
national norm of the time, which was 7.1% (United States Census Bureau 2005).  
Multivariate analyses that use this data set control for self-employment status.   
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COMPARATIVE PROJECT IN CLASS ANALYSIS: UNITED STATES 
AND RUSSIA, 1990-1992 
 
The Comparative Project in Class Analysis (CPCA) was collected at the beginning of 
the 1990s.  Erik Olin Wright and his colleagues also collected this data set, and it is similar in 
spirit and design as the earlier Class Structure and Class Consciousness study.  The purpose 
of this data set was to compare the class structures, employment history, class consciousness, 
workplace authority and political attitudes of the United States, and the very newly post-
Soviet regions of Russia and the Komi Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic (Hout et al. 
1996: Data Description).  Once again, I will only utilize the American data for my purposes 
of comparison. 
The sampling frame according to the documentation was nationally representative 
across the co-terminus United States (not Alaska or Hawaii).  The people interviewed also 
had to be English speaking in order to understand the questions in the survey.  The response 
rates were not included in the documentation for this data set. 
 
GENERAL SOCIAL SURVEY: 1991 and 2002 
 
The General Social Survey (GSS) is a survey conducted annually and biannually by the 
National Opinion Research Center located at the University of Chicago.  The GSS has been 
conducted since 1972, and has provided a wealth of data regarding Americans’ attitudes over 
the past thirty-three years.  The GSS is based on a nationally representative sample of all 
Americans that are non-institutionalized, English-Speaking, and 18 or more years of age.  
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 While the sampling frames include all American adults, the resulting sample that is employed 
should reflect a representative sample of American Workers. 
The 1991 General Social Survey had an additional module titled “Work Organization.”  
This module asked a variety of questions specifically about workers’ experiences at work, 
and included such subjects as how they heard about their current position, job rewards, and 
benefits.  The 2002 General Social Survey had an additional module titled “Quality of 
Worklife Supplement.”  The 2002 General Social Survey supplement was developed by the 
National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, and was intended to compare how the 
quality of work has changed since the Quality of Employment surveys of the 1970s (Center 
for Disease Control 2005).  The supplement in 2002 also asked about job rewards, but also 
included issues such as health and stress levels of the worker.   
 
NATIONAL STUDY OF THE CHANGING WORKFORCE: 1992, 1997 
and 2002 
 
The National Study of the Changing Workforce (NSCW) is a continuing set of surveys 
conducted by the Family and Work Institute from New York City.  The Family and Work 
Institute has collected data on a nationally representative sample of American workers every 
five years since 1992.  The surveys have been carefully planned not only to correspond with 
one another, but also to serve as a comparison to the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey.  
This survey uses the Quality of Employment Survey as a starting point, but asks more 
detailed questions about the work and personal lives of Americans.  Specifically, there are a 
wide variety of questions that seek to address the balance between work and family.  Each of 
the National Study of the Changing Workforce data sets is rather large: roughly double the 
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 size of the Quality of Employment Surveys.  The creators of the National Study of the 
Changing Workforce collected data for such a large group of workers in order to collect 
information on a wide variety of subgroups such as minority workers or workers of particular 
age groups.   
The 1992 NSCW in particular specifically over-sampled workers 18-24 years of age 
and minority workers in order to have adequate numbers to conduct separate analyses for 
these workers.  In addition, the 1992 NSCW’s survey did not sample anyone over 64 years of 
age.  Analyses using this data set use weights where appropriate to account for this 
oversampling. 
The lower response rates of households for the National Studies of the Changing 
Workforce seen in Table 2.1 represent a partial decline in the response rates for telephone 
based surveys over the last ten years.  While these response rates are lower than in other 
studies in this project, given the time period from which the data were collected, the response 
rates are adequate, and the compliance rate of those that responded to the survey is quite 
impressive at over 84% in all years’ cases. 
 
MATCHING UP THE DATA SETS 
 
There were several data management issues that had to be considered for all of these 
data sets in order to make the data comparable1.  The first issue was to make sure that the 
sampling frames for each matched up.  As mentioned above, the Survey of Working 
Conditions and the Quality of Employment Surveys collected data on American workers 
                                                 
1 There are also things that were done to insure comparability for individual variables.  For instance: the 
occupational codes for the 1969 data set were from a different rubric than the occupational codes for the 2002 
data set.  I will address these issues in the appropriate chapters later in this dissertation. 
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 sixteen years of age while the data sets collected after 1980 often surveyed only those 18 
years of age or older.  To make all of these data sets comparable, all cases of workers below 
18 years of age were dropped from the samples.   
Another point of comparison that needed to be standardized was number of hours 
worked per week.  The Survey of Working Conditions and Quality of Employment Surveys 
only collected data from those working a minimum of twenty hours.  The other surveys 
collected data on a wider variety of people, from all Americans (General Social Surveys) to 
American workers that were employed even as few as an hour of week (National Survey of 
the Changing Workplace).  All of the data sets were calibrated so that only workers with 
twenty or more hours of employment were kept in the sample.  Comparisons were made 
between analyses with weights and without weights, and are reported throughout this 
dissertation.  The measurement of the dependent variable, job autonomy, will be explained in 
greater detail below.  After a brief discussion of the measurement literature on job autonomy, 
a confirmatory factor analysis will demonstrate the validity of the two dimensions of job 
autonomy: control over content and control over terms of work. 
 
OPERATIONALIZATION OF JOB AUTONOMY 
 
Chapter 1 discussed the variety of ways that different researchers have conceptualized 
and operationalized job autonomy.  In short, researchers have conceptualized job autonomy 
with either a single dimension or with multiple dimensions.  Given that job autonomy has 
two central components, a multi-dimensional conceptualization of the concept is required for 
analysis. 
The psychometric studies of job autonomy to this point do not show complete 
agreement on the precise measure of job autonomy.  They show some support for a multi-
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 dimensional model of job autonomy that focuses on different aspects of work.  James 
Breaugh’s (1985, 1989, 1987 with Becker) work argues for a multi-dimensional 
conceptualization of autonomy that has three separate components of job autonomy: work 
method, work scheduling and ‘work criteria’ autonomy.  Work method autonomy is very 
similar to control over content of work, while work scheduling autonomy is similar to control 
over terms of work.  Work criteria autonomy focuses on ability to evaluate one’s own work.  
Breaugh’s work covered a variety of contexts ranging from a small sample of MBA students 
to one large multinational corporation.  His models were supported in each of the contexts.  
When he compared the strength of each of the three components of job autonomy in his 
model, he found that workers felt as though they had the least amount of work criteria 
autonomy (Becker 1989).  While Breaugh was able to replicate his scales, empirical support 
for work criteria autonomy has not been uniformly strong.  Brady et al. (1990) found no 
support for work criteria autonomy in their study of dental hygienists.  They did, however, 
find strong support for both ‘work method’ and ‘work scheduling’ autonomy.   
There is one psychometric study that finds support for a unidimensional 
conceptualization of job autonomy.  Evans & Fischer (1992) found support for an 
overarching unidimensional measure of job autonomy in their study of private sector 
employees and teachers in Canada.  They found that a single latent measure reflected the 
scope of autonomy better than a multi-dimensional approach, and that it had higher construct 
validity with job satisfaction than other conceptualizations (Evans & Fischer 1992).   
Researchers are still determining which is the best way to measure job autonomy (Price 
2001).  I contend that the two dimensions of control (content and terms) are theoretically and 
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 substantively different from one another, and should therefore be measured as separate 
concepts, and will test this below with a Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 
 
ACTUAL VERSUS PERCEIVED CONTROL 
 
The measurement of job autonomy in the literature has utilized a measure of control 
over work that is more in line with the latter day social psychological treatments of control 
over work rather than objective measures of control over work.  Perception of, rather than 
actual, control over work reflects a shift from the objective alienation seen in differing 
relations of production (Marx [1844] 2000) to a more subjective social-psychological view of 
alienation as reflected in individual perception (Seeman 1959) mentioned in the introductory 
chapter.  Studying perceived control over work rather than objective control over work is 
advantageous for two main reasons.  The first reason, which is most important, is that 
perceived autonomy is considered to be a fairly good measure of objective autonomy 
(Hackman & Oldham 1980).  Breaugh & Becker (1987) found that variations in objective 
laboratory conditions produced similar variations in individual assessments of job autonomy.  
Often, it is difficult to measure objective control at the individual level.  This is because of 
the multiple influences of control at work.  Determining the influences of control from 
occupation, hierarchy within an organization, cooperative control within an organization, and 
other forms of control over each worker could be rather difficult to accomplish and parse out 
from each other successfully.  This would be even more difficult to accomplish across 
different divisions within an organization, let alone across a variety of organizations, 
occupations, and industries.  Thus, the ‘subjective’ measure of autonomy that we have is 
47  
 likely the best measure we can get of an objective reality of control over work at the 
individual level.   
The second main reason why these perceived measures are worthwhile to use is due to 
their importance as a determinant of other subjective social psychological outcomes at the 
individual level, such as job satisfaction and health (Ross & Reskin 1992, Karasek 1979).  
Most of these important outcomes rely on the social-psychological measures from the 
worker.  While objective work conditions can influence health, Karasek (1979) has found 
that the amount of control a worker perceives directly affects their stress levels. 
 
JOB AUTONOMY MEASURES 
 
Table 2.2 details both the measures of job autonomy and the data sets utilized in this 
study.  This data matrix contains which measures (rows) are utilized in each of the data sets 
(columns).  As we can see from Table 2.2, there are a wide variety of measures from these 
data sets that can refer to job autonomy.  One of the difficulties with conducting secondary 
data analysis on a wide variety of data sets that were not designed to be used in conjunction 
with one another is that not every question is asked in each year, let alone in the same 
manner.  These measures represent the best possible matching of these concepts.   
In addition, the original ordering of the response categories for some of these measures 
differs from data set to data set.  For ease of interpretation, I have changed the order of the 
response categories to have lower values reflect lower levels of job autonomy and higher 
values reflect higher levels of job autonomy.  I will discuss each of the measures below in 
greater detail. 
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 CONTROL OVER CONTENT 
LOTOFSAY 
LOTOFSAY measures the amount of say a worker feels they have at work.  This 
question was the one asked most frequently across the data sets over a total of 6 time periods: 
1973, 1977, 1991, 1992, 1997 and 2002.  The statement that captures this measure is:  “I 
have a lot of say about what happens on my job.”  As seen in Table 2.2, there is some 
variation in the wording of the statement and even in the response categories for 
LOTOFSAY.  The variation in the wording of the statement is fairly minimal.  Some years 
say “I have a lot of say OVER what happens on my job.” (author emphasis), while 1992 says 
“I have a lot TO say ABOUT what happens on my job” (author emphasis).  The response 
categories for these measures also differ slightly from year to year.  The distinction between 
a four point Likert scale that has “disagree” and “agree” for the middle two categories rather 
than “slightly disagree” and “slightly agree” is not a substantial difference.  The only 
difference in response categories of note is between the categories of indicating agreement 
with the statement versus the categories indicating truthfulness of statement (such as for 
1991: not true at all, true, somewhat true, very true).  This wording is not precisely the same, 
which may give pause to one looking at results, but I decided to keep this year’s data for this 
variable for three reasons.  The first reason is that each question is measured with a 4 point 
Likert scale that indicates degree of say at work.  While there is some variation in the 
wording, conceptually, these measures are very similar to one another.  The other two 
reasons back up the first reason.  The data for the measures that did not follow the Strongly 
Disagree...Strongly Agree Likert responses were distributed fairly similarly to the years that 
had those responses.  Finally, the independent factors that influenced LOTOFSAY for each 
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 of the years were fairly consistent as seen in later chapters, giving an added degree of 
construct validity to my measurement.   
FREEDOMHOW 
FREEDOMHOW measures the amount of freedom a worker has to decide how to do 
their work.  This question was asked across the widest span of years: 1969, 1973, 1977, 
1992, and 2002.  The statement that captures this measure is:  “I am given a lot of freedom to 
decide how to do my own work.”  As seen in Table 2.2, there is some variation in the 
wording of the statement and even in the response categories for FREEDOMHOW.  The 
variation in the wording of the statement is minimal.  The Quality of Employment Survey in 
1977 had a very slight difference in one word: “I am given a lot of freedom to decide how I 
do my own work.” (author emphasis).  The response categories for these measures is 
generally consistent across all of the years, excepting 1992.  The difference in this year is 
similar to the variation in response categories for LOTOFSAY: it is between the categories of 
indicating truthfulness of statement versus the categories indicating agreement with 
statement.  Once again, after conducting examinations for construct validity, I decided to 
keep this year in my analyses where I could. 
FREEDOMWHAT 
FREEDOMWHAT measures the amount of freedom a worker has to decide what they 
do at work.  This question was asked across the most common set of years for my analyses:  
1977, 1997, and 2002.  The statement that captures this measure is:  “I am given a lot of 
freedom to decide what I do on my job.”  This differs very slightly from FREEDOMHOW, 
and is considered to be a separate variable because it focuses on what one does on their job 
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 rather than how they perform their job.  Since the National Study of the Changing Workforce 
specifically attempted to recreate the measures from the Quality of Employment Survey of 
1977, it is not surprising that the measures across the years match up well.  The only 
variation is a minor one in the response category that has been mentioned for LOTOFSAY.  
In 1977, the response categories included “Disagree” and “Agree” for the middle two 
categories, rather than “Slightly Disagree” and “Slightly Agree” found in the National 
Studies of the Changing Workforce in 1997 and 2002.  I do not believe this to be a 
significant difference in response categories, and consider these to be equivalent without 
reservation.  
 
RESPDEC 
RESPDEC measures the amount of responsibility a worker has to decide how their job 
gets done.  This question was asked in 1977, 1997, and 2002.  The statement that captures 
this measure is:  “It is basically my own responsibility to decide how my job gets done.” 
RESPDEC asks the respondent to indicate agreement with this measure on a four point Likert 
Scale.  Once again, this measure has the slight variation in response categories similar to 
FREEDOMWHAT found between the 1977 QES and the 1997 & 2002 NSCWs.  
 
EOWCONT 
EOWCONT measures the ability of a worker to introduce a new task at work.  This 
question was asked in the data sets created by Erik Olin Wright and his colleagues in 1980 
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 and 1991.  The question asked is:  “Do you decide on your own to introduce a new task or 
work assignment that you will do on your job?”   
The sets of response categories for this question and for the other measures from the 
Erik Olin Wright data sets that I utilize show an improvement of measurement over the years 
of analysis.  The creators of these data sets traded consistency between the data sets for 
greater precision.  In 1980, the responses to this question were simply (No or Yes).  In 1991, 
Wright and his colleagues recognized that this question would be better answered by 
allowing the respondent the option of an answer that is in-between two absolutes.  The 
response category for the 1991 data set was (Someone Else Decides, Joint Decision, and 
Decide on Own)2.    
Conceptually, the response categories for both years are very similar: the question 
measures the degree to which an individual can introduce a new task at work.  To make these 
two years as comparable to one another, values were assigned to the responses that would be 
comparable.  For those with no ability to introduce new tasks at work (those that answered 
“no” in 1980 and “someone else” in 1991), I assigned the value of 0.  For those with full 
ability to introduce new tasks at work (those that answered “yes” in 1980 and “decide on 
own” in 1991), I assigned the value of 2.  For those that responded “Joint Decision”, I 
assigned the value of 1.  The coding of these response categories will also be utilized for the 
control over terms measures taken from the Erik Olin Wright data sets in the next section. 
 
                                                 
2 The responses have been ordered from least control to most control for ease of interpretation, even though the 
original ordering had “joint decision” as the third response category rather than the second. 
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 CONTROL OVER TERMS 
FLEXSCH 
FLEXSCH measures the amount of control in scheduling a worker has to choose their 
schedule.  This question was only asked in the three National Studies of the Changing 
Workforce (1992, 1997, and 2002), so any comparisons of this variable can only measure 
changes over the 1990s.  The question that is asked in this measure is: “How much control 
would you say you have in scheduling your work hours (none, very little, some, a lot, 
complete)?” The creators of the National Study of the Changing Workforce kept this measure 
consistent over the three studies.    
 
CHOSESCH 
CHOSESCH is a question that also measures flexibility in scheduling with a 
dichotomous response.  Similar to FLEXSCH, this question was also only asked in the 
National Study of the Changing Workforce.  The question is: “Are you allowed to choose 
your own starting and quitting times within some range of hours (No/Yes)?  Once again, this 
question was asked consistently over the three studies. 
 
FLEXFAM 
FLEXFAM measures the ability for a worker to take time off for personal or family 
reasons.  This measure of flexibility in scheduling was asked in 1977, 1997, and 2002.  The 
question for this variable is:  “How hard is it to take time off during your work to take care of 
personal or family matters?”  The response categories are: very hard, somewhat hard, not too 
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 hard, not at all hard.   This question and its response categories were identical across each of 
the data sets.   
 
DECBREAK 
DECBREAK measures the ability of a worker to take breaks at work.  This question 
was asked in 1977, 1997, and 2002.  The statement that captures this measure is:  “I decide 
when I take breaks.” DECBREAK asks the respondent to indicate agreement with this 
measure on a four point Likert Scale.  Much like the response categories for 
FREEDOMWHAT and RESPDEC, the response categories for this measure have the slight 
variation already described between the 1977 QES and the 1997 & 2002 NSCWs.  
 
EOWPACE 
EOWPACE measures the ability of a worker to control the pacing of his or her work.  
This question was asked in the data sets created by Erik Olin Wright and his colleagues in 
1980 and 1991.  The question asked is:  “Can you considerably slow down the pace of work 
for a day when you want to?”  The response categories mimicked those for EOWCONT, thus 
there were differences between the two data sets.  As a result, I utilized the same coding for 
this variable as EOWCONT.  For those with no ability to slow the pace of work (those that 
answered “no” in 1980 and “someone else” in 1991), I assigned the value of 0.  For those 
with full ability to slow the pace of work (those that answered “yes” in 1980 and “decide on 
own” in 1991), I assigned the value of 2.  For those that responded “Joint Decision”, I 
assigned the value of 1.   
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 EOWDECSCH 
EOWDECSCH measures the ability of a worker to decide their schedule.  This question 
was asked in the data sets created by Erik Olin Wright and his colleagues in 1980 and 1991.  
The question asked is:  “Can you decide when to come to work and when to leave work- 
officially or unofficially?” The response categories mimicked those for EOWCONT and 
EOWPACE, thus there were differences between the two data sets.  As a result, I utilized the 
same coding for this variable as EOWCONT.  For those with no ability to decide their 
schedule (those that answered “no” in 1980 and “someone else” in 1991), I assigned the 
value of 0.  For those with full ability to decide their schedule (those that answered “yes” in 
1980 and “decide on own” in 1991), I assigned the value of 2.  For those that responded 
“Joint Decision”, I assigned the value of 1.  Given the variety of wording, this measure is 
separate from FLEXSCH and CHOSESCH. 
EOWDAYOFF 
EOWDAYOFF measures the ability of a worker to take a day off of work.  This 
question was asked in the data sets created by Erik Olin Wright and his colleagues in 1980 
and 1991.  The question asked is:  “Can you take a day off from work without losing pay or 
having to pay vacation, sick leave, or compensatory, officially or unofficially?”  I utilized the 
same coding scheme for the response categories described above for the Erik Olin Wright 
measures.   
 
Taken together, the above measures can indicate how job autonomy changed over a 
fairly wide period of time.  All but two of the measures (FLEXSCH and CHOSESCH) 
measure job autonomy before 1981 and after 1990, indicating some change over the 1980s at 
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 a minimum.  There are some slight nuances to the questions above, even if they fall under the 
broad categories of control over content and control over terms.  For instance, say at work 
(LOTOFSAY) is different than responsibility at work (RESPDEC).  Workers with great 
amounts of responsibility may not have much discretion at work, even if they are responsible 
for their decisions.  Similarly, workers may have flexibility in scheduling their hours in 
advance at work, but be unable to take time off for family or personal reasons.  To remedy 
this situation, I will generally analyze the data as separate measures rather than indices.   
While understanding slight nuance is useful, sometimes in quantitative social science, it 
is best to be parsimonious in presentation.  This project could potentially be analyzed through 
two indices: control over content and control over terms.  Ideally, we would have repeated 
measures for every year of our data, and be able to make indices regarding control over 
content and control over terms of work that could match up for each year.  In this 
circumstance, the conceptualization from the theory and the operationalization of the 
concepts would work smoothly.   
The difficulty with this approach has already been mentioned above.  We simply do not 
have enough repeated measures of job autonomy over an extended period of time.  I am able 
to make comparisons for a few dependent variables, but do not have enough data to create 
indices for every year.  This forces me to analyze variables separately. 
However, to show that the distinction between control over content and control over 
terms is an important and valid one, I will perform a Confirmatory Factor Analysis to see 
whether these are two separate concepts, and if the model fit with the data is appropriate.  I 
will take the 1997 data as a cross-section, and attempt to create indexes for control over 
content and control over terms of work by using a Confirmatory Factor Analysis.   I plan to 
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 utilize the 1997 National Study of the Changing Workforce (NSCW) for my initial analyses 
because it contains seven measures that consider job autonomy in total: 3 that measure 
control over content, and four that measure control over terms.  In addition, the 1997 NSCW 
has several measures that are identical to the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey (QES) and 
2002 National Study of the Changing Workforce. 
 
VALIDITY OF MEASURES FOR MULTIDIMENSIONAL 
CONCEPTUALIZATION OF JOB AUTONOMY 
 
In this Confirmatory Factor Analysis, the first test is to determine whether the 
dimensionality of job autonomy conforms to two statistical concepts in the 1997 cross 
section: control over content and control over terms.  One of the main arguments in this 
dissertation is that while the sociologists have properly tested structural factors on job 
autonomy, they have neglected the psychologists’ insistence that job autonomy contains 
multiple identifiable dimensions.  The next test will be to see if the measures conform to a 
valid index by summing the scores of each of these measures to determine one dependent 
measure for control over content and one dependent measure for control over terms for 1997.   
 
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
The Confirmatory Factor Analysis was utilized for the 1997 data set.  The following 
dependent measures were considered:  LOTOFSAY, FREEDOMWHAT, RESPEC, 
FLEXFAM, DECBREAK, FLEXSCH, and CHOSESCH.  In order to conduct the analyses, I 
utilized the statistical program Mplus (Muthen and Muthen 2004).  Figure 2.1 shows the 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis with two latent variables: control over CONTENT and control 
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 over TERMS.  LOTOFSAY, FREEDOMWHAT and RESPDEC are all measures based on 4-
point Likert scales.  FLEXFAM and DECBREAK are measures based on 4-point Likert 
Scales while FLEXSCH is based on a 5-point Likert Scale, and CHOSESCH is based on a 
dichotomous variable (y/n).   
 
MODEL SPECIFICATION 
The proposed path diagram for the relationship (see Figure 2.1) shows a Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis with two latent variables: CONTENT and TERMS.  Given that I believe that 
theoretically, job autonomy is a multi-dimensional construct, I hypothesize that these two 
latent variables measure the two central dimensions of the overall concept of job autonomy.  
Statistically, this means that the covariance link (represented by the two-sided arrow) 
between the two dimensions (CONTENT and TERMS) should not be constrained to one.   
The equation for a CFA is a basic measurement model: x = Λxζ + δ where x is the 
vector of latent variables, Λx are the factor loadings on these observed variables, ζ is the 
vector of latent variables, and δ is the disturbance vector.  For this model, a Weighted Least 
Squares (WLS) estimator was utilized.  One main advantage in using WLS procedures is that 
it makes minimal assumptions about the distribution of the observed variables (Bollen 1989, 
p. 432).  This is particularly important given the measurement of the variables in Likert and 
dichotomous forms.  Categorical variables can potentially violate three assumptions present 
in structural equation modeling.  The assumptions are that 1) the measurement model does 
not hold, 2) the distribution of ordinal variables differs from the latent continuous indicators, 
and 3) there is a violation of the covariance structure hypothesis.  The WLS procedure is the 
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 best choice to use for polychoric correlations because standard errors, z-tests, chi-square tests 
and other significance tests are not correct using other procedures (Bollen 1989, p. 443). 
I performed a test for dimensionality that determined whether CONTENT and TERMS 
are statistically two independent concepts.  Basically, the test compared the overall model fits 
for a model that constrained the covariance link to one versus a model that did not constrain 
this link.  The model fit improved significantly by evaluating the covariance link between the 
two dimensions performing a test for dimensionality, thus concluding that CONTENT and 
TERMS are two measures that are distinct from one another. 
The results for the first overall fit model (and second final model) can be seen in Tables 
2.3 and 2.4.  The results indicate that each of the parameters are statistically significant, and 
most of them are in the expected direction, with the exception of FLEXFAM, which has a 
negative coefficient.  This means that FLEXFAM does not operate similarly to the other 
measures for control over terms of work.  Despite the good model fit, ability to take time off 
for family or personal reasons does not have a positive correlation with the other control over 
terms measures.  The fit indices for this model appeared to be fairly good, and mostly in the 
acceptable ranges.  For instance, the Tucker-Lewis index is above 0.95, and the RMSEA is 
almost at the proper threshold of 0.05. 
After estimating the first model, I decided to correlate the errors of several of the 
variables due to the fact that the ordering of these variables in the questionnaire was 
consecutive, and the substantive material was very similar.  These two factors would lead one 
to believe that the distribution of the errors for these variables may be related to one another.  
By estimating covariation between these errors, we can better specify the model.  The 
covariations between the errors of the following pairs of variables were conducted: 
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 DECBREAK with LOTOFSAY, DECBREAK with RESPDEC, and LOTOFSAY with 
RESPDEC.  The final model estimated is seen in Figure 2.2.  As seen in the results, the 
coefficients were very similar to those for the first model, but the model fit showed 
significant improvement. 
In short, the Confirmatory Factor Analysis showed that autonomy is not a 
unidimensional concept, but rather a concept that is comprised of two dimensions that refer 
to control over content and control over terms.  The model that estimated the two latent 
concepts of CONTENT and TERMS fit better than the model with only one latent concept 
(covariance between CONTENT and TERMS constrained to one).  This model fit the data 
within acceptable standards for Confirmatory Factor Analysis.  While this finding is 
important to establish the distinction between these concepts, unfortunately, indices or scales 
cannot be utilized due primarily to the fact that most variables of job autonomy are not 
measured in every year.  Thus, the simple changes over time reported in the next section and 
throughout the rest of this project will look at individual measures. 
 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR JOB AUTONOMY OVER 
TIME 
 
This section will explore the descriptive statistics for each of the data sets and the 
overall measures for job autonomy.  By examining the simple descriptive statistics on job 
autonomy, we can see if job autonomy has changed over time.  Table 2.5 shows the mean 
levels of job autonomy over time by measure.  The bold figures represent a statistically 
different mean than the final year of comparison.  Below, changes in job autonomy by 
measure will be reported, as well as t-tests for differences of means between each of the 
years.  The results reported below are not based on weights, but rather on the raw data 
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 presented in the data sets.  Given that there were some issues of weighting in the construction 
of the data sets in order to achieve national representation, difference of means tests were 
conducted based on these weights.  As there are very few differences between the analyses of 
weighted and unweighted data, for parsimony, the unweighted results are reported.  The 
cases where the results that use weighted data depart from the results using unweighted data 
will be noted accordingly. 
 
CONTROL OVER CONTENT 
LOTOFSAY 
In general, American workers feel that they have slightly above average levels of say at 
work.  Given the coding from 1-4, a middle value of 2.5 would indicate a feeling between no 
control and full control at work.  The mean levels of say at work are all over 2.5, with levels 
as high as 3.03 in 2002.   
The levels of say at work have increased over the period of study, particularly over the 
1990s.  This increase has not been uniform or steady, but has been certain.  The levels of say 
at work in 1973 are significantly less than the levels of say in 2002.  One can see that the 
levels of say at work dropped after 1973 to their lowest levels in 1977.  In fact, workers in 
1977 have significantly less say at work than workers in 1973.  The levels of say continued to 
be fairly low in the early 1990s until a clear increase in worker say by 1997.  Workers in 
2002 have similar levels of say as workers in 1997. 
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 FREEDOMHOW 
Similar to the patterns of say at work, workers have increasing amounts of freedom 
over the period of study, but this pattern is also not consistent or steady.  Once again, we see 
fairly high levels of freedom at work for all Americans.  In fact, even in the year (1992) 
where workers had the least freedom at work, they still had more freedom at work (mean of 
3.02) than the central point of 2.5. 
Not surprisingly, patterns for freedom over how one does their work are quite similar to 
those for say at work.  While the mean levels of freedom for workers in 1969 and 1973 are 
significantly lower than the means level of freedom in 2002, they remain higher than levels 
of freedom for workers in the late 1970s and early 1990s.  An additional finding of note is 
that workers in 1992 have significantly less freedom at work than workers in 1977.   
 
FREEDOMWHAT 
 The results for freedom over what a worker does at work also indicate that American 
workers have more freedom at work than what would be a central point of 2.5.   
This measure shows that there are greater amounts of freedom over what one does over 
time, much like the other results reported for control over content of work.  The only 
distinction is that workers in 1997 have the greatest amount of freedom over what they do at 
work than any other workers under study, including workers from 2002.  While workers in 
2002 no longer have the highest levels of control at work, they still have significantly more 
control over their work than workers in 1977. 
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 RESPDEC 
American workers also feel as though they have a good degree of responsibility to 
decide how they complete their work.  The levels of agreement with responsibility at work 
were above 3.0 for each of the years.  The results for this measure indicate that workers in 
1977 have lower amounts of responsibility for decision making than workers in either 1997 
or 2002.  The levels of responsibility for workers were similar between workers in 1997 and 
2002. 
 
EOWCONT 
The results for ability to introduce new tasks at work for Americans indicate change 
over the 1980s.  Workers in 1980 have more ability to introduce new tasks at work than 
workers in 1991.  These levels of control over work also appear to be slightly above a central 
value of 1.0, giving some consistency in interpretation between all of the measures for 
control over content of work. 
 
In summary, control over content of work increases over the period of study, but not 
uniformly for each time period.  After a reasonably high level of control over content in the 
late 1960s and early 1970s, there was a drop in job autonomy over the 1970s.  The evidence 
for change in control over content of work over the 1980s appears to indicate that freedom at 
work and ability to introduce new tasks at work declined over the 1980s.  After this decline, 
there was a significant increase in control over content over the course of the 1990s, with the 
highest levels of control over the content of work in the late 1990s and early 2000s.  While 
the results for control over content show a general increase in control over content for 
American workers, the results for control over terms are not quite as uniform. 
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CONTROL OVER TERMS 
 
FLEXSCH 
The results for FLEXSCH indicate that workers have middling amounts of flexibility in 
their scheduling at work.  In addition, this level of control increased over the 1990s to levels 
that stayed consistent through 2002. 
The means for FLEXSCH hover around 3.0, which would be the middle response value 
for this question, which is ‘some’.  Therefore, the average worker feels as though they have 
some control over their schedule as opposed to no control or complete control.   
The levels of control in scheduling increased from the lowest levels in 1992.  Workers 
in 1997 had significantly higher control in their scheduling than workers in 1992.  Workers in 
2002 had similar levels of flexibility as workers in 1997.  This result shows an increase in 
control over scheduling over the 1990s. 
 
CHOSESCH 
The results for the mean levels of CHOSESCH indicate the percentage of workers each 
year that can chose their own starting and quitting times within some range.  The percentage 
of workers that can do this remains a fairly low percentage of the labor force, indicating that 
American workers are not able to exercise high levels of flexibility in scheduling at work.  
The percentage of workers that can choose their hours has, however, increased over the 
1990s, and even into 2002.  Workers in 1992 have the least ability to choose their schedules 
than any other workers.  In addition, workers in 2002 have significantly more ability to 
choose their schedules than workers in both 1992 and 1997.  This indicates that workers have 
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 increasing levels of ability to choose their schedules at work, but that only half of American 
workers have this control. 
 
FLEXFAM 
The results for FLEXFAM run counter to a lot of the findings reported to this point.  
The ability to take time off of work for personal or family matters has consistently declined 
since 1977.  In general, workers feel that they can time off work more than a middle 
measurement of 2.5 for each year under study.  This indicates that a majority of American 
workers feel that they can take time off for personal reasons.  However, since the means are 
generally below 3.0, there are many American workers that feel they can NOT take time off 
for personal reasons. 
The mean level of flexibility for family reasons was at its peak in 1977.  Workers in 
1997 had significantly less flexibility than workers in 1977 to take time off of work, and 
workers in 2002 had significantly less flexibility than workers in either 1977 or 1997 to take 
time off of work for family reasons.  This indicates an increasing pressure to work for 
Americans and not take time off for family or personal reasons, reflective of Hochschild’s 
(1997) findings in the Time Bind, where workers could not afford to take time off for family 
purposes even as the organization offered flexible working arrangements.   
 
DECBREAK 
The results for DECBREAK indicate greater ability for workers to decide their breaks 
over the period of study.  Work in 1977 was less conducive to taking breaks than work in the 
late 1990s/early 2000s.  By the late 1990s, workers generally agree with the statement that 
they are able to take breaks at work.  There is one minor finding dealing with differences in 
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 weights that is unreported.  While the results reported for unweighted data show no 
significant differences between workers in 1997 and 2002, when the weighted data are 
analyzed, workers in 1997 have significantly more ability to decide when to take breaks than 
workers in 2002. 
 
EOWPACE 
Over the course of the 1980s, workers became better able to control the pacing of their 
work.  Workers in 1980 generally felt that they could slow the pace of their work (mean is 
above 1.0).  By 1991, workers were better able to control the pace of their work, as indicated 
by their significantly higher mean level of control. 
 
EOWDECSCH 
The measure for flexibility in scheduling for the Erik Olin Wright data sets is 
EOWDECSCH.  The measure is below 1.0 at both time periods, indicating that a majority of 
workers were unable to control their working hours.  In addition, there was no significant 
difference between workers’ ability to control their hours in 1980 and 1991.  This confirms 
that any changes in American workers’ ability to decide upon their schedules may not have 
arrived until the 1990s. 
 
EOWDAYOFF 
The measure of EOWDAYOFF shows the ability of workers to take time off of work 
without penalty.  In general, American workers are not very able to take time off of work 
without penalty, as the mean for this measure is below 1.0 for each year.  There is, however, 
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 a small but significant improvement over the 1980s in worker ability to take time off without 
penalty.   
 
In summary, many of the results for control over terms indicate that control over terms 
of work have increased since the 1970s.  Workers appear to have greater ability to decide the 
pacing and when to take breaks at work over the period of study.  In addition, workers appear 
to increase their ability to control their schedule over the 1990s.  However, this increased 
ability to control schedules over the 1990s does not appear to have ameliorated ability to 
balance work and family.  Workers are less able than ever before to take time off of work for 
family or personal reasons.  Such workers are losing ability to control the terms of their 
work.  It appears that despite the rhetoric and importance of flexibility at work, workers are 
less able than ever before to take advantage of their flexibility in scheduling for an important 
purpose: to take care of family or personal issues.  This reflects expectations in the workplace 
that require workers to show high levels of commitment to their organizations by working 
longer hours.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
We have found that there are indeed two separate and identifiable components of job 
autonomy: control over the substantive content and control over the procedural terms of 
work.  Moreover, we have found that there have been some differences in these rewards over 
time.  In general, workers have been able to increase control over the content of their work, 
the ability to decide when to take breaks at work, and have flexibility in scheduling.  
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 However, workers are less able to have flexibility with their schedules at work when it comes 
to family or personal reasons. 
These changes beg the question: why has job autonomy changed over time?  The 
following three chapters will attempt to answer this question by looking with greater detail at 
these simple changes in job autonomy.  Chapter 3 will explore the stratification of job 
autonomy by demographic characteristics, and find differences in job autonomy by both 
achieved and ascribed characteristics.   
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CHAPTER 3:  DEMOGRAPHIC INFLUENCES ON JOB 
AUTONOMY 
 
The last chapter focused on the distinction between control over content and control 
over terms, and statistically validated that they are separate concepts.  The next important 
question that we must ask is: Who gets to control their work?  This chapter will explore how 
people of different genders, races, human capital levels, ages, and family situations have 
different levels of job autonomy.  
There have been major demographic changes in the American labor force since 1969.  
Women have increased their labor force participation rates and their percentage 
representation in the American labor force.  In the 1970s, African Americans began to see 
improved job prospects due to increased educational opportunities and Affirmative Action 
programs.  While there is clear evidence that educational levels for Americans have increased 
with the rising complexity requirements of jobs, there is mixed evidence regarding whether 
tenure in organizations declined over the period of study.  The labor force aged slightly as a 
result of the aging of the baby boom generation.  Finally, changes regarding family structure 
and work can be seen with the increase of both single female headed households and dual 
career households.   
This chapter will be organized by demographic characteristic.  For each demographic 
characteristic, I will explain how the composition of the labor force has changed with respect 
 to that characteristic since 1969.  In addition, I will discuss the relationship between the 
characteristic and job autonomy.  Where applicable, I will show how the relationship 
between each demographic characteristic and job autonomy changes over time.  Given the 
centrality and importance of differences in job autonomy between men and women, gender 
will be discussed first. 
GENDER  
CHANGES IN LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION 
 
Perhaps one of the clearest demographic changes in the labor force since the late 1960s 
is the large increase in number and percentage of women in the labor force.  As mentioned in 
Chapter 1, both the Female Labor Force Participation Rate and percentage of the labor force 
that is female climbed from 1969 to 2002.  These changes for women happened in 
conjunction with a slight decline in Male Labor Force Participation Rates from 79.8% to 
74.1% from 1969 to 2002 (US Bureau of Labor Statistics 2005).   
The increase of female labor force participation has occurred for a variety of cultural 
and economic reasons.  A widely accepted explanation for this change is due to the 
emergence of a feminist ideology and movement that has made it acceptable and perhaps 
even expected for married women to enter the labor force (Goldin 1990, p. 122).  Married 
mothers with children in particular have contributed greatly to the rise of female labor force 
participation in the period under study (Hayghe 1997).  Economic reasons for the increase in 
female labor force participation include the stagnancy in wages for men coupled with the 
rising wages and increased economic returns to work for many women (Blau et al. 1998, 
chapter 4; Olivetti 2000).  The stagnancy in wages for men have made it more of a 
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 requirement for families to consider a second income source from women, and as a result, 
there has been a growth in both female labor force participation rates and number of dual-
income couples.   
Male labor force participation has declined over the period of study.  The main reasons 
for declining male labor force participation have been due to the declining age of retirement 
for men, and increased retirement and disability benefits that have resulted from changes in 
policies such as Social Security and Medicare.  The labor force participation rates for older 
men have declined substantially as these men have chosen to retire rather than work (Blau et 
al. 1998, ch4).  Part of this is due to the practice of overadjustment for inflation for Social 
Security payments in the 1970s (Fullerton 1999, p. 5).   In addition, there have been changes 
in the laws regarding disability payments that have allowed younger disabled workers to 
collect payments, and thus contributed to a very slight decline in the labor force for men of 
working age (Fullerton 1999, p. 5).   
Table 3.1 shows changes in demographics over the period of study by listing the 
descriptive statistics for the demographic variables for each of the ten data sets utilized in this 
study.  Table 3.1 shows that women have increased their percentages of labor force 
composition over the course of this study.  One brief caveat must be mentioned regarding the 
descriptive statistics and gender.  The caveat is that the data by gender may not be very 
representative of the American Labor Force for 2002 for either the General Social Survey or 
the National Study of the Changing Workforce.  According to Table 3.1, the percentage of 
the Labor Force that is female starts at only 35.2% in 1969 and climbs up to 54% for the 
2002 National Study of the Changing Workforce.  The actual data from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics indicates slightly different numbers.  While the composition of women in the labor 
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 force from 1973-1997 is roughly the same as in the samples used for this project, the 
percentage of women that comprise the Labor Force in 1969 is 37.8% and the percentage of 
women that comprise the Labor Force in 2002 is 46.6% (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2005)1.  
Even after considering that the female percentage in 2002 is rather high, the data show a 
drastic climb in the percentage of women comprising the labor force, indicating the increase 
in the proportion of females in the labor force over the period of study. 
HOW JOB AUTONOMY IS STRATIFIED BY GENDER 
 
Theory and empirical evidence both indicate that women have lower levels of job 
autonomy than men.  The explanations for the differences in job autonomy are generally 
structural in nature: women work in different occupations than men, and women are less 
likely to work in positions that have authority.   
One explanation for why women have lower job autonomy is due to the occupations 
that they tend to work in.  Both demand side factors such as preferences, stereotypes, and 
statistical discrimination and supply side factors such as gender role socialization lead 
women to work in different occupations than men (Reskin 1993).  While women are 
represented fairly equally to men in the very broad professional and managerial occupational 
categories, the occupations within these categories that women have are often not 
compensated or rewarded as well as those occupied by men (England et al. 1994).  A clear 
example can be seen in occupations within the healthcare industry, where women make up 
                                                 
1 Analyses conducted by author.  Note that the percentage reported represents the entire labor force, and not just 
people that worked more than 20 hours a week.  Given the percentages of women working under 20 hours in the 
Labor Force, it is very likely that the figure for 1969 is reasonably close to the percentage of women in the 
Labor Force working 20 hours or more per week, though it is highly unlikely that women currently comprise 
more than 50% of the American labor force that works 20 hours or more in 2002. While the percentages of 
women are high in the 2002 samples, given the fact that the analyses from here on out are separated by gender, 
multivariate runs control for gender where appropriate, and are also conducted using weights for representative 
samples of the Labor Force, this should not cause a problem in the analysis and interpretation of the data. 
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 25% of physicians and 93% of registered nurses, or even education where women make up 
98% of elementary school teachers, but only 42% of university and college teachers 
(Statistical Abstracts 2002 chart 669).   
Another explanation for why women have lower job autonomy is due to their lower 
representation in positions of authority in organizations.  Gender differences in authority 
persist net of human capital, occupational status and self-employment status (Wolf & 
Fligstein 1979).  Adler (1993) found that job autonomy is better explained by differences in 
authority position of workers by gender than by other factors such as female composition 
within an occupation.  Explanations for differences in male and female access to authority or 
potential autonomy come from outside and inside organizations.  In addition, once in the 
workplace, homosocial reproduction of the upper echelons within organizations leave women 
out of contention for more powerful positions (Kanter 1977).   
The empirical evidence clearly indicates that women have less job autonomy than men.  
While a few of the studies found that gender is insignificant once structural factors are 
considered (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, Harley 2001), most of the results found that 
women still had less job autonomy than men, even after controlling for factors such as 
occupation, status, and authority (Boreham 1991, Parmelee 1976, Ross & Reskin 1992, 
Lorence 1987, Fenwick & Olsen 1986, Singelmann & Mecken 1992, le Grand et al. 1994).  
There are some differences in job autonomy by occupation: women in white-collar positions 
(often administrative assistants) have lower job autonomy than their male counterparts (often 
sales) (Kauppinen-Toropainen et al. 1983).  Other research has found that the lower 
substantive complexity found in women’s work leads women to have lower job autonomy 
than men (Kirameyer & Shirom 1986).  
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 RESULTS 
 
DO MEN HAVE MORE JOB AUTONOMY THAN WOMEN? 
 
In general, the results indicate that women have lower control over the content of their 
work than men.  The t-tests of means shown in Table 3.2 for LOTOFSAY show that at each 
time period, women have less say at work than men do.  Other results found in Table 3.2 
indicate that women generally have lower levels of control over the content of their work 
than men at each time period under study.  There are some exceptions to this general finding.  
In 2002, women had similar amounts of freedom over how to do their work 
(FREEDOMHOW) while in 1991, women had similar ability as men to introduce a new 
concept at work (EOWCONT). 
Women also generally had lower control over the terms of their work, though there are 
more exceptions to this rule than there were with control over content.  According to Table 
3.2, most of the time periods for many of the measures indicate that women have less control 
over the terms of their work than men.  The exceptions are as follows:  Ability to control 
one’s schedule (FLEXSCH) does not always differ by gender.  In 1992 and 2002, women 
had similar control as men.  In addition, women had similar ability to choose their starting 
hours (CHOSESCH) as men in 1992.  Finally, women in 1991 had similar ability to take time 
off of work (EOWDAYOFF) and control the pacing of their work (EOWPACE) as men. 
For ease of presentation, multivariate analyses that pool workers together and control 
for gender are not reported in this project.  Nevertheless, almost without exception, even after 
controlling for other demographic factors such as those in this chapter, women always had 
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 significantly less job autonomy than men2.  In summary, women generally have less job 
autonomy than men.  The question then remains, have women improved their job autonomy 
over time, and if so, has it improved vis-à-vis men?  The next section will address this issue.  
 
DO BOTH MEN AND WOMEN IMPROVE THEIR JOB AUTONOMY OVER 
TIME? 
 
In Chapter 2, we saw that American workers generally increased their job autonomy 
over the period of study, with the exception of their ability to take time off for family or 
personal reasons.  Given that women generally have less autonomy than men, and women’s 
representation in the labor force has increased, this begs the question, have women been able 
to close the gap in job autonomy with men?  There is some evidence that this is the case.  
When we look the mean values for male and female workers, we tend to see a narrowing of 
the gap between the means.  For instance, in Table 3.2, the difference between the mean for 
male and female workers for LOTOFSAY in 1973 is 3.03-2.69 or 0.34 while the difference 
between the means in 2002 is 3.13-2.94 or 0.19.  Also, for freedom how to do work 
(FREEDOMHOW), the difference between the male and female means in 2002 was not 
significant.  When interaction analyses are conducted between time and gender to test to see 
if the narrowing of this gap is significant, however, there is not universal support for a 
narrowing of the gaps for all measures of job autonomy.  Gaps between women and men are 
significantly narrowed for ability to take time off for family reasons (FLEXFAM), freedom 
                                                 
2 Such analyses were conducted on the pooled data set that controlled for both year and gender.  In addition, 
analyses were conducted for each year and measure under study with and without weighted data that would 
account for the high proportion of women in the 2002 NSCW.  When controlling for gender in these cases, 
almost every analysis indicated that women had significantly less job autonomy than men. 
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 how to do one's work (FREEDOMHOW), and almost significantly narrowed (p<0.10) for 
say at work (LOTOFSAY)3.   
 
In short, there is a gap in both control over content and control over terms between 
males and females.  Males have more control over their work than women, and this finding is 
fairly persistent over time, though it does narrow for several measures.  Such measures 
include those measuring both control over content (FREEDOMHOW) and control over terms 
(FLEXFAM, EOWPACE, EOWDAYOFF) of work.  This gives reason to believe that 
women have made some limited advances towards gaining equality in job autonomy with 
men.  Which women make greater strides towards equality with men?  The following 
demographic sections will work to address this particular question.  We will see how 
different patterns of inequality in job autonomy emerge among and between men and 
women.   
 
RACE/ETHNICITY 
CHANGES IN RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF THE LABOR 
FORCE 
 
Since the late 1960s, the labor force has shifted in its racial composition.  There have 
been declining percentages of White workers in the labor force as minorities have had 
growing percentages in the population in general, due partly to the influx of immigrants from 
regions outside of Europe.   
                                                 
3 Interaction effects were conducted in separate analyses conducted by the author and not reported. 
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 There has been a substantial influx of immigrants into the United States over the past 
forty years.  Due to changed immigration laws that focus on family reunification rather than 
quotas, a higher proportion of immigrants since the late 1960s have come from Latin 
America and Southeast Asia.  This immigration has shifted the racial/ethnic composition of 
the Labor Force.  For instance, Hispanic male immigrants are often younger, in prime 
working age, and have very high labor force participation rates, even higher than non-
Hispanic Whites (Fullerton 1999, p.6).   This shift has been less drastic among women, as 
Hispanic and Asian immigrant women typically have lower levels of labor force participation 
(Fullerton 1999, p.6).     
The changes in the racial/ethnic composition of the labor force are seen in the samples 
utilized for this project.  Race/ethnicity is measured in three categories: White, Black, and 
“Other.”  While the “other” category is very likely heterogeneous in nature, the categories 
above are the only way to adequately measure race/ethnicity across data sets.  Table 3.1 
shows that Whites, and in particular, White males comprised a great share of the labor force 
in 1969.  These proportions shrank over the period of study to the point where White men 
only comprised 81.7% of the male labor force in 2002 while White women only comprised 
80.4% in the female labor force in 2002.  While the share of African Americans in the 
samples fluctuated from year to year, it did not change very much over the period of study.  
Despite the data coding issues of 1973, where respondents were not given the option of 
designating a racial category other than White or Black, there is clear growth of minorities in 
the labor force over the period of study from under 3% for both men and women in 1977 to 
over 8% for both men and women by 2002.   In short, the proportion of the labor force in the 
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 “Other” racial category has increased while the proportion of the labor force that is White has 
decreased over the period of study. 
HOW JOB AUTONOMY IS STRATIFIED BY RACIAL GROUP4
 
Racial inequality occurs across a wide spectrum of outcomes from income to authority 
(Farley 1996, Smith 2002).  Researchers would explain this inequality in a variety of 
fashions: from human capital theory to structural influences such as disproportionate 
representation in certain occupations and industries, and the effects of organizational 
demography (Smith 2002, Wilson 1996, Carroll & Hannan 2000).  Given the general 
inequality in job rewards by race, we would expect that non-white workers, particularly 
African-Americans, should have less autonomy than White workers.  This is not always the 
case. 
The empirical literature concerning race and job autonomy has not universally 
supported the hypothesis that Whites have more autonomy than African-Americans.  In these 
studies, structural factors such as occupational status and organizational size, and human 
capital characteristics better explain differences in job autonomy rather than the individual 
demographic characteristic of race (Fenwick & Olsen 1986, Jaffee 1989, Kalleberg & Leicht 
1986).  Other studies find some support for inequality in job autonomy by race.  Durham et 
al. (1981) found a weak relationship between race and job autonomy for American workers 
                                                 
4There are not really many findings in the empirical literature regarding people of different racial/ethnic groups 
in the United States beyond African-American and Whites and job autonomy.  Part of the reason is due to the 
small numbers of people with “Other” racial distinction.  Another difficulty is the heterogeneity within this 
“Other” group.  In other social stratification studies, it is clear that the “Other” racial group is a very 
heterogeneous one, indeed.  For instance, among immigrants to the United States, Cubans generally fare better 
than Puerto Ricans while Japanese generally fare better than Hmong (Waters & Eschbach, 1995).  
Unfortunately, due to the data limitations, there are not many distinctions among workers from the “Other” 
racial categories.  As a result, the discussion below will focus on distinctions among African-American and 
White workers.    
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 while Ross & Reskin (1992) found a negative effect of being Black on job autonomy.  
Kalleberg & Van Buren (1996) found that while the proportion of Whites working in an 
organization had a positive effect on the job autonomy of the individual worker, the race of 
the individual worker did not have a significant effect on job autonomy.  In their nationally 
representative study of American workers, Petrie & Roman (2004) found that structural and 
human capital characteristics reduced, but did not fully eliminate differences in control over 
content between Blacks and Whites. 
RESULTS 
 
DO WHITES HAVE MORE JOB AUTONOMY THAN AFRICAN-AMERICANS 
OR PEOPLE OF OTHER RACES/ETHNICITIES? 
 
The story for African Americans and job autonomy is not as straightforward as one 
would expect.  For control over content of work, African Americans tend to have less control 
over the content of their work than Whites.  African Americans also tend to have less control 
than Whites over the terms of their work, but this finding is not quite as uniform as the 
finding for control over content of work.  While we see African Americans at a general 
disadvantage in job autonomy, we find that after controlling for demographic factors, African 
American women have greater amounts of flexibility in scheduling for family or personal 
reasons than White women. 
Charts 3.1 and 3.2 show the means for males and females of each racial category in 
each time period for the control over content and control over terms respectively.  There are 
t-tests of differences of means associated with these charts similar to those found in Table 3.2 
that are not shown in order to ease presentation.   
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 The means seen in Chart 3.1 generally show that African-Americans have lower levels 
of control over content than Whites, while minorities generally have either equal levels or 
lower levels of control than Whites.  The graphs for each of the measures indicate that in 
general, White males and females had more say at work than Black males and females, 
respectively.  An exception to this is seen in for FREEDOMHOW.  In 2002, Whites and 
African-Americans had similar levels of freedom how to do their work.     
The multivariate analyses reported in Tables 3.3A-C indicate that Blacks generally 
have less control over content than Whites, even after accounting for other demographic 
factors.  Both African American males and females have less say and freedom at work than 
White males and females, respectively.   
The means for control over terms of work seen in Chart 3.2 also show some racial 
distinctions for selected variables.  The graph for FLEXSCH indicates that Whites have more 
flexibility in scheduling than African-Americans.  The graph for FLEXFAM, on the other 
hand, indicates the African-American women have greater flexibility for family or personal 
reasons at work than White women, particularly in 2002. 
The multivariate analyses reported in Tables 3.3D-E indicate that Blacks have different 
amounts of control over terms than Whites.  Table 3.3D shows that Black women have less 
flexibility in scheduling than White women.  It also shows that Black men have similar 
amounts of flexibility in scheduling as White men after accounting for demographic 
characteristics.  Table 3.3E shows that Black women actually have an advantage in flexibility 
over White women after controlling for other demographic characteristics.  The results in 
these tables indicate that there are no differences between Whites and people of “Other” 
racial groups in levels of flexibility at work.   
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 So far, the results show inequality in job autonomy by race.  While African Americans 
generally have less control over the content of their work, they have similar levels of control 
over some of the terms of their work.  In fact, African American women, particularly in 2002 
even have an advantage in flexibility in scheduling for family or personal reasons, perhaps 
reflecting a choice of jobs that would allow for flexibility for family reasons.  Given these 
disparities, have non-Whites improved their levels of job autonomy over the period of study? 
 
HAVE BOTH WHITES AND NON-WHITES IMPROVED THEIR LEVELS OF 
JOB AUTONOMY? 
 
The evidence appears to indicate that African Americans improve their levels of job 
autonomy for some measures significantly over the period of study.   
While the results indicate that there has been some improvement for African Americans 
over the period of study, there is little evidence for a closing of the gap between non-Whites 
and Whites in control over content over the period of study.  The graph for LOTOFSAY seen 
in Chart 3.1 shows that African Americans have not really improved their levels of say over 
the period of study while Whites have improved their levels of say since the 1970s.  The only 
improvement can be seen for males: Black males in 1977 have significantly less say at work 
than Black males in 2002.   
The results for control over terms seen in Chart 3.2 indicate little change over time for 
African Americans in their levels of flexibility in taking time off for family reasons 
(FLEXFAM).  This is in comparison to a clear decline for White workers in flexibility at 
work for family and personal reasons.  
Gender inequality in job autonomy differs by race.  In short, while inequality by gender 
was generally found among White workers, these inequalities were not found among either 
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 African-American workers or workers of “Other” races.  T-test analyses between the means 
for men and women of each racial group for each time period were conducted.  For instance, 
when looking at Table 3.2, this would represent the difference in gender for LOTOFSAY for 
one particular year.  The t-tests showed no significant differences by gender for any of the 
measures for any time periods amongst African-Americans.  While there were no significant 
differences by gender among workers of “Other” racial categories, this is primarily due to 
their small numbers.  These results point to the salience of general inequality that all African-
American workers (men and women) have versus their White, and particularly White male 
counterparts. 
 
In summary, Blacks generally have less control over their work than Whites.  This gap 
is fairly consistent over time for most measures.  Notable exceptions to this are the finding 
that Black women have more flexibility for family and personal reasons at work than White 
women and that differences in responsibility at work by race are fairly limited.  Workers of 
“Other” groups also tend to have equal or lower levels of job autonomy than Whites, but 
these differences are not as consistent or pronounced as differences between Blacks and 
Whites.  Part of this finding may be due to the very low numbers of non-Whites in the 
sample, particularly for 1977, where there are only 10 women in the “Other” racial category.  
The distinction between White and African-American in ability to take time off for family 
purposes may be reflective of differences in single parenthood among these groups.  African-
American women may require greater flexibility for family reasons if they are 
disproportionately more likely to be a single parent, and perhaps choose their jobs in order to 
have this greater flexibility for their families. 
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 EDUCATION 
CHANGES IN EDUCATION AND MEASUREMENT OF EDUCATION 
  
There has been a growth in the educational attainment of the American workforce since 
the late 1960s.  This is due to the increased pressures from the supply side of people 
attending school, and the demand side of employers needing skilled workers (Bailey 2001).  
The percentages of people that have completed high school and college degrees have 
increased since 1970.  For example, the percentage of the Female Labor Force that had 4 or 
more years of college education increased from 11.2% to 31.3% from 1970 to 2002 while the 
percentage of the Male Labor Force with 4 or more years of college education increased from 
15.7% to 31.8% (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2005).   
Employers over the past thirty-three years have required higher amounts of education 
from their workers.  There are several different explanations for this ranging from an upgrade 
of skills at work to shifts in the occupational structure.  While there has been some evidence 
of deskilling in certain occupations, on the whole, there has been an upgrading of skills 
required at work since the 1960s.  Part of the upgrade can be seen with the increase in 
computerization at work (Levy & Murnane 2004).  Increased computerization often requires 
greater amounts of analysis and higher level thinking rather than simple mechanization.  
Such complexity in the workplace may require more formal training of employees. 
Industrial shifts toward a post-industrial economy have altered the occupational 
structure in this country.  In the past thirty-three years, a greater amount of management, 
professional, and technical jobs have been created to meet the demands of our economy, and 
many of the labor forces’ growing needs for future jobs rest in these highly complex jobs 
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 (Bailey 2001, p. 434).  Such jobs require formal education, often college or graduate level 
degrees.  Debates about credentialing notwithstanding, a college degree is fast becoming a 
requirement for many jobs in today’s labor force.  The requirements for advanced education 
can be useful for employers.  By hiring qualified and skilled workers, employers can assume 
a degree of independent thinking and initiative on the part of employees.   
On the supply side of the equation, a greater number and percentage of students are 
earning four year degrees a response to the nature of changes at work.  Yearly enrollments as 
well as degree conferrals have increased from 1985 to 1998, and are projected to increase in 
the future (Brown 2001, p.19).  The dominant ideology argues that this is in response to the 
labor market’s need for more highly educated workers, while others argue that credentialing 
is responsible for this shift (Brown 2001, p.19).  Vaisey (2005) found evidence of an increase 
in credentialing since 1972, indicating that while there has been an increase in skill 
requirement at work, it has not been commensurate with the immense increase in college 
degrees.  
 
For this project, education is measured as the highest level of education completed, 
using categories of Less than High School (LTHS), Some College (SOMECOLL), 
Bachelor’s degree (BA), and Greater than Bachelor’s Degree (GRD) with High School 
Graduate/GED as the reference group.  Given that most of the data sets measured education 
in years rather than degrees, the following categorization was used: 
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 Years of Education Completed Degree 
0-11 Less Than High School 
12 High School/GED 
13-15 Some College 
16 Bachelor’s Degree 
17-20 Graduate Education 
  
The samples used for this project indicate that there have been marked changes in the 
educational attainment of the American Labor Force over the past thirty-three years.  Table 
3.1 shows the percentage distribution of the samples for this study.  Americans are going to 
school for longer and longer periods of time.  Today, the proportion of Americans that have 
attended college, have Bachelor’s degrees, and have attended graduate school is higher than 
ever before.  For instance, in 1969, roughly 15.2% of men and 12.0% of women in the 
sample had at least a Bachelor’s Degree.  By 2002, the proportions had expanded to 40.4% of 
men and 39.2% of women.  Similarly, there has been a decline in the high school dropouts as 
a proportion of the labor force.  While over a quarter of the sample in 1969 had not even 
finished high school, only about 4% of the sample in 2002 had not completed high school.  
This shift along with a consistent positive effect of education on job autonomy would 
indicate higher levels of job autonomy over time, given the relationship between education 
and job autonomy discussed below. 
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 HOW JOB AUTONOMY IS STRATIFIED BY EDUCATION 
 
Education should have a positive effect on job autonomy: the more education one has, 
the greater amount of job autonomy they should have at work.  Education serves as both a 
signaler for jobs that require greater complexity, and a powerful credential that can give 
workers positions with greater power.  Occupations that require greater amounts of education 
may require skill, or have a strong degree of occupational power.  Both of these factors are 
vital positive influences on job autonomy, as we will see in later chapters. 
Education has served as a vital variable in the social stratification literature.  Blau and 
Duncan (1967) found that education could give a person greater mobility to work at more 
prestigious positions.  Education is an important human capital input that leads to better jobs 
with greater amounts of job rewards.  Education can serve as a powerful signaler of ability or 
success at work (Spence 1973).  Employers use education as a signal of success.  If a 
potential worker can navigate their way through a curriculum that requires completion of a 
variety of tasks, then the workers should be able to learn the tasks required for their job.  
Through signaling, education proves to be very important for job autonomy because it 
indicates that workers can not only complete complex tasks, but also complete these tasks 
with a minimum of supervision.  This alone should allow the workers discretion over at least 
the content of their work. 
As mentioned above, education can also serve as a credential.  Credentials serve as a 
mechanism in education-based status group domination (Brown 2001, p. 20).  Credentialing 
focuses on the power of degrees, certificates or licenses rather than the actual skills learned in 
educational institutions.  Workers with credentials have an added degree of power above and 
beyond the precise skills needed to complete jobs because they can compete for positions that 
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 use credentials as a barrier for entry.  Such barriers can exist within organizations and 
occupations.  For instance, within an organization, a managerial position that has high 
discretion over work may require a college degree, and those without the degree will be 
barred from obtaining these positions.  Within occupations, credentials can serve as a 
gatekeeping device for occupational groups with greater power and stringent educational 
requirements, such as professional occupations.   
The evidence for the influence of education on job autonomy shows either no effect or 
a positive effect of education on job autonomy.  For instance, in nationally representative 
samples and samples of manufacturing workers, education is not important when other 
structural factors are included in the model (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, Kalleberg & 
Leicht 1986 respectively).  However, multiple studies from nationally representative samples 
found education to have a positive effect on job autonomy even after other factors were 
included in the model (Durham et al. 1981, Fenwick & Olsen 1986, and Ross & Reskin 1992, 
Jaffee 1989, Boreham 1991). 
On the whole, we would expect to find that education has a positive influence on job 
autonomy without consideration of structural factors.  Even when considering structural 
factors, there may be an influence of education on job autonomy that can not be explained 
simply by differences in people’s occupations or positions of authority within organizations. 
RESULTS 
 
DO PEOPLE WITH MORE EDUCATION HAVE MORE JOB AUTONOMY 
THAN THOSE WITH LESS EDUCATION? 
 
The influence of education on control over content is fairly straightforward and 
expected.  In general, education has a positive influence on job autonomy.  On the other 
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 hand, education does not exert as much influence on control over the terms of work.  The 
discussion below will discuss these differences. 
Charts 3.3 and 3.4 show the means of control over content and terms respectively by 
gender for two educational categories: workers with at least some college, and workers 
whose educational attainment is only at the high school or below level.  Chart 3.3 shows that 
education generally has a positive influence on control over content of work.  Male and 
female workers with some college experience generally had more control over the content of 
their work than those who had only attended high school.  This relationship can be seen at 
most time periods, and across most measures.  The only exception to this rule can be seen for 
freedom how to do work in 2002, where there are less pronounced distinctions in freedom by 
educational level.   
The multivariate analyses of control over content that look at the reduced form models 
are represented in Tables 3.3A-C.  These models confirm that education generally has a 
positive effect on control over content.  For LOTOFSAY, education has a significant effect 
on say at work for both men and women when controlling for only demographic variables.  
The results for freedom at work (both FREEDOMHOW and FREEDOMWHAT) are very 
similar to say at work for both men and women.  Workers with less than a high school 
education often have lower control over content than workers with only a high school 
education.  Workers with a college education almost always have more control over content 
than workers with only a high school degree.  
The results for control over terms of work, on the other hand, show slightly less 
conclusive evidence for a positive relationship between education and control over terms of 
work.  Chart 3.4 shows the mean values for control over terms of work by educational 
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 attainment.  While the results indicate that there are differences in flexibility in scheduling by 
educational level for men, the results show little distinction between highly educated women 
and less educated women in their levels of flexibility at work.  For instance, in the graph for 
flexibility in scheduling (FLEXSCH), women in these two educational groups have 
practically identical levels of flexibility at work in 2002.  When it comes to taking time off 
for family and personal reasons (FLEXFAM), education does not matter for either men or 
women.  People with little education have as much ability to take time off of work as those 
with a lot of education. 
The multivariate results in Table 3.3D confirm that education does not have any effect 
on control over flexibility in scheduling for family or personal reasons.  The only significant 
result over the period of study is that women with higher amounts of education have less 
flexibility than women with only high school degrees when controlling for only demographic 
characteristics.  This result will be explained in Chapter 5 when we delve into the kinds of 
jobs highly educated women perform.  The multivariate analyses in Table 3.3E confirm the 
results discussed above.  In general, education matters for men’s ability to schedule their 
work while it does not matter as clearly for women.  This is also seen in the significant 
interaction of education by gender for highly educated workers.  The interaction by gender 
shows that men and women differ in their degrees of flexibility.  Men with at least some 
college have greater flexibility at work than women with at least some college.  
 
DO WORKERS OF VARYING EDUCATIONAL LEVELS IMPROVE THEIR 
JOB AUTONOMY OVER TIME? 
 
Chart 3.3 shows the changes in mean values of control over content over the period of 
study for both men and women.  The graphs in Chart 3.3 generally confirm that the 
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 relationship between education and control over content does not change drastically over 
time.  The results for LOTOFSAY indicate that those with more education have greater 
levels of say at work.  This relationship appears to hold for each of the years under study.  
For instance, amongst males, the mean levels of say at work range from 2.79 to 2.99 amongst 
those with less than a high school education while the mean levels of say at work amongst 
those with graduate school training range from 3.17 to 3.45.  The results for freedom of what 
to do at work are similar to those for say at work.   
There is some indication of improvement for less educated workers vis-à-vis more 
educated workers.  This improvement for less educated workers can be seen in particular for 
the measure FREEDOMHOW.  The graph for freedom how to do work indicates that 
distinction by education appears to disappear by 2002.   
Even within educational groups, men generally have more job autonomy than women.  
For instance, when looking at the results in Chart 3.3, among all workers with college 
education at each time period, men have significantly more say at work than women.   
As indicated above, education does not influence control over terms as clearly as 
control over content, particularly when looking at the results for female workers.  Chart 3.4 
shows the results for control over terms over the period of study by educational level.  The 
results show that education can have some influence on control over terms, but that this 
influence varies by gender.  Women with less education gain far more in flexibility in 
scheduling than either men with less education or women with more education.  In fact, 
flexibility improves so much for women with less education that they have significantly 
greater amounts of flexibility in scheduling (FLEXFAM) than men in 2002.  In analyses not 
shown for parsimony, for most years under analysis, female workers with graduate school 
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 educational attainment have lower levels of control over terms than less educated workers.  
This stands in contrast to the most highly educated males, whose levels of flexibility over the 
period of study remained unchanged and higher than most other workers over the period of 
study. 
  
Taken together, these findings indicate that while education can serve to grant workers 
greater control over the content of their work, it does not necessarily grant workers control 
over the terms of their work.  In particular, educated women over the course of the 1990s 
have been less able to take advantage of so-called flexible policies at work.  The educational 
attainment of these female workers may not be the main contributor to their lower ability to 
control their work, as the structural chapters will point out later, but such workers may feel as 
though they have to work harder and show their loyalty to the organization more than their 
male counterparts due to outdated stereotypes of women in the workplace (Hochschild 1997). 
 
TENURE 
CHANGES IN TENURE AND MEASUREMENT OF TENURE 
 
Over the past thirty-three years, there has been a change in the standard employment 
contract and relationship.  We have moved from paternalistic bureaucratic structures where 
lifetime employment was more or less guaranteed to arrangements where workers and 
employers do not expect long term employment contracts.  While there have been shifts in 
the nature of the employment contract, the consequences of these changes would entail a 
decline in tenure within organizations.  
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 Some argue that the employment contract has changed so that lifetime employment 
within organizations is no longer a feasible option.  Peter Cappelli, in his book New Deal at 
Work (1999), explains that the employment contract has changed from one with greater job 
security for the employee to one where employees are encouraged to change organizations 
with some regularity.  Workers are to gain skills that will help them for not only their current 
job, but also for employment in the future.  Employers, on the other hand, are no longer 
required to offer expensive benefit packages as incentive to keep employees over the long 
term.  As technology changes and organizations require greater numerical flexibility to 
operate in competitive markets, employers will need to become ‘lean and mean’ by keeping 
labor costs low, and reducing the number of employees at an organization.   
The empirical evidence on job stability that has been collected over the past ten years 
has told a variety of stories ranging from decline in job stability to little change.  In order to 
assess the evidence on job stability, David Neumark (2000) and others studied whether 
tenure at organizations was declining for American workers by testing a variety of contexts 
and data sets.  The findings from this volume indicate that workers with higher amounts of 
tenure (roughly 8 to 10 years) experienced a decline in stability over the 1990s.  The share of 
workers with shorter amounts of tenure (18 months or less) remained consistent from 1983 to 
1996.  Overall, the findings possibly confirm Cappelli’s ideas, but given that the overall 
changes were not very substantial, and certainly not uniform across industry or educational 
level, it also supports the possibility that job stability has remained fairly consistent over the 
past thirty-three years. 
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 Tenure within an organization is measured by the amount of years that the worker had 
worked at their organization.  For some data sets, the data were collected in categories of 
tenure rather than simple report in years.  For comparability across all of the data sets, I used 
the midpoints of these categories as values, and performed procedures for the top-coded 
categories in order to gain an accurate estimate (see Parker & Fenwick 1986).  Part time 
workers are workers who either indicated that they were part time workers, or workers who 
worked fewer than 35 hours per week at their main job.5   
The changes in tenure from Table 3.1 reflect some of the variation hinted at in the 
discussions of how job stability has changed above.  The GSS and NSCW in 2002 have 
differing mean values for tenure in organization.  The GSS has a lower mean level of tenure 
in organizations than the NSCW6.  The explanation for a possible increase in tenure seen in 
the National Study of the Changing Workforce data could be involved with the slight aging 
of the workforce, which will be discussed in the Age section below.  If tenure is indeed 
increasing, then we may expect overall levels of job autonomy to increase, as well, given the 
relationship between tenure and job autonomy. 
HOW JOB AUTONOMY IS STRATIFIED BY TENURE 
 
Tenure at an organization has a positive relationship with job autonomy: the more time 
a worker spends at an organization, the greater amount of control they should have over their 
work.  There are two main reasons for this positive relationship: tacit knowledge and 
accumulation of job rewards. 
                                                 
5 The General Social Survey and National Study of the Changing Workforce ask the respondent if they were a 
part time worker.  The other surveys do not. 
6 These are the data, and it is not clear why there should be such disparity in tenure for these samples of 
American workers taken from the same year. 
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 Workers that have spent a great deal of time in an organization begin to master the 
processes and tasks required to complete their jobs.  They develop a great deal of tacit 
knowledge on how to perform their jobs.  This tacit knowledge can alleviate the need for the 
management at the organization to oversee this person’s work. 
Along with actual knowledge accumulated with time at an organization, workers also 
gain rewards at their companies as a result of their seniority at the organization.  Such 
rewards may include increased benefits, salary, and job autonomy.  With increased years at 
an organization, workers may be given control over their work or other job rewards as 
enticement to stay so employers do not lose their investment in training individuals.  In 
addition, workers that are engaged in internal labor markets that may be found in larger 
organizations will be given greater responsibility and authority over time as a result of their 
position.  These workers will gain job autonomy as a result of their increased responsibility 
and authority.  
The empirical literature provides mixed support for the influence of experience on job 
autonomy.  In some nationally representative samples, experience has no effect on job 
autonomy (Jaffee 1989, Boreham 1991).  However, in other nationally representative 
samples and samples of manufacturing workers, experience at an organization has a positive 
relationship with job autonomy (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, Kalleberg & Leicht 1986).  
One article finds a curvilinear relationship between experience and job autonomy.  le Grand 
et al. (1994), in their study of Swedish workers, found that experience has a positive effect on 
job autonomy, but then levels off over time.  Taken together, these findings indicate that 
tenure is an important factor influencing job autonomy. 
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 In addition, the job rewards associated with tenure differ for men and women.  Women, 
due in part to disproportionate responsibilities for caregiving activities requiring changes in 
labor force status, historically have not been able to take advantage of job ladders as much as 
males.  As such, they may not be able to attain as high levels of job autonomy as men 
because their experiences within organizations may not allow them to gain power over time.  
Thus, women will not be able increase their job autonomy as clearly with more time at the 
organization as men. 
 
RESULTS 
 
DO WORKERS WITH MORE TENURE HAVE GREATER AMOUNTS OF JOB 
AUTONOMY? 
 
The empirical evidence indicates that tenure at an organization has a positive 
relationship with control over work.  Generally, those who have spent more time at an 
organization indeed have more control over their work than those who have recently started 
employment at an organization.  
Charts 3.5 and 3.6 show the means of control over content and terms respectively by 
gender for two quartiles: the first tenure quartile (workers with the least organizational 
experience) and the fourth tenure quartile (workers with the most organizational experience).  
According to the means seen in Chart 3.5, tenure has a positive relationship with control over 
content.  Workers in the fourth quartile had more control over the content of their work than 
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 workers in the first quartile7.  Men with the most experience at work had the greatest 
amounts of control over the content of their work for each year under study for each measure.  
Even after controlling for other independent demographic variables, as seen in Tables 
3.3A-C, we see that tenure generally remains a significant influence on control over content.  
Tenure has a significant relationship for say at work, freedom what to do at work, and for 
women, freedom how to do one’s work.  The only measure where tenure does not have a 
significant influence on control over content is for freedom how to do one’s work for men. 
The results for control over terms of work are slightly different than the results for 
control over content of work.  Male workers with more years at an organization generally 
have more control over the terms of their work than male workers with fewer years at the 
organization.  This finding is consistent across many measures, particularly for the later years 
under study.  We see this relationship for flexibility in scheduling for family purposes, and 
flexibility in scheduling.  The clear exception to this is for flexibility for family purposes 
among male workers in 1977. 
The main difference between the results for control over content and control over terms 
is that tenure does not have a significant relationship with control over terms for female 
workers.  This finding is fairly consistent for all measures of control over terms.  The 
multivariate runs reported in Tables 3.3D-E indicate that tenure only matters for males’ 
flexibility in scheduling work (FLEXSCH).  Given the results for 1977 for FLEXFAM for 
men, it should not be entirely surprising that in the multivariate analyses for men, tenure did 
not have a significant influence on ability to take time off for family or personal reasons.  
Tenure did not matter for women for any of the analyses.   
                                                 
7 Quartiles were calculated by gender for each year under study.  Trends for workers in the second and third 
quartiles are not displayed for ease of presentation, but their results confirm the positive relationship between 
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 On the whole, it appears as though tenure has a relationship with job autonomy, 
particularly for men.  This relationship, however, is not consistent across the board.  Control 
over terms of work, especially for women, does not vary by tenure at an organization. 
 
DOES THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TENURE AND JOB AUTONOMY 
CHANGE OVER TIME? 
 
There is some limited evidence that the relationship between tenure and control over 
content can be seen more clearly in later years (1991 and later) for several of the measures, 
including say at work, freedom of what to do at work, and responsibility at work.  For 
instance, the results for FREEDOMWHAT and RESPDEC indicate that tenure is significant 
for all workers in 1997 and 2002.   
The multivariate models in Tables 3.3A-E show that for say at work and freedom over 
what one does, the relationship between tenure and control over content of work improves 
over time, even with additional variables.  The case of freedom over what one does 
(FREEDOMWHAT) shows the improved relationship over time between tenure and control 
over content more drastically than the case of say at work.  In multivariate analyses for each 
measure by gender and year, there was no relationship between tenure and freedom at work 
in 1977 while there was a relationship between tenure and freedom at work in 20028.  
The relationship between tenure and control over terms also intensifies, but only for 
men.  For flexibility for family, the effect of tenure for men drastically changes from 1977 to 
1997.  This change in the relationship seen in Chart 3.5 captures this difference.  In logistic 
regression analyses of FLEXFAM for males in 1977 and for males in 1997, we find that 
                                                                                                                                                       
tenure and job autonomy. 
8 Results of these ordered logistic regressions by measure, gender, and year not displayed for the sake of 
parsimony. 
104 
 tenure has a negative influence on flexibility for family in 1977 while tenure has a positive 
effect in 19979.   
In addition to the results above that show the salience of the relationship between 
tenure and job autonomy has increased over the period of study for men, the results also 
indicate other important distinctions by gender in the relationship between tenure and job 
autonomy.  The gender differential in the relationship between tenure and job autonomy 
generally appears in earlier time periods, such as in the 1970s, or amongst workers who have 
been with companies for a longer period of time.  In later periods of study, women and men 
who have short tenures at organizations have similar levels of job autonomy, but men wind 
up gaining an advantage over women in job autonomy when time in an organization 
increases.  This is particularly clear for control over terms. 
In Chart 3.6, most of the results confirm this trend of gender inequality among workers 
with a lot of tenure.  For flexibility for family and personal reasons, there is relative gender 
equality after 1977 for workers, excepting workers with the most tenure in fourth quartile.  
Here, male workers that have been in organizations for a long time have substantially greater 
flexibility than females that have been in organizations for a long time.  For flexibility in 
scheduling (FLEXSCH), we see little improvement over the 1990s for workers that have the 
least amount of tenure at the organization while we see substantial improvement for those 
with more tenure at the organization.  These results indicate the difficulty that newer workers 
have in controlling their schedules.  
  
In short, the findings indicate that there is gender inequality in the relationship between 
tenure and job autonomy.  In general, among the workers with a lot of tenure, men have more 
                                                 
9Table of results for this particular analysis not included for ease of presentation. 
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 job autonomy than women.  This relationship is quite consistent across measures, and over 
each time period.  However, among the workers with little tenure, men have equal amounts 
of job autonomy as women, particularly in the later time periods beginning in the 1990s.  In 
addition, while men generally have more job autonomy than women, the effects of tenure on 
job autonomy reinforce this inequality by gender.  Men who stay with their organizations for 
a long period of time have significantly more autonomy at work than women who stay with 
their organizations for a long period of time.  Finally, the relationship between tenure and job 
autonomy becomes stronger in later time periods.   
 
AGE 
CHANGES IN AGE  
 
On the whole, the American labor force has aged slightly since the late 1960s.  Much of 
this is due to the aging of the baby boom generation.  The baby boom generation of people 
born between 1946 and 1964 represents the largest generation in the United States today.  
This generation has changed the composition of the labor force with each passing decade.  In 
the late 1960s and 1970s, when these workers were entering the population at risk of being 
the labor force (16 years and older), they increased the size of the labor force by 16,700,000 
additional workers (Toosi 2002, p. 17).  As time has passed, this large group of workers has 
set the trends for the entire labor market.  Due to their sheer numbers, the aging of the baby 
boom generation has directly led to the aging of the labor force itself over the past thirty-
three years, and this trend will continue over the next ten years (Toosi 2004).  For instance, 
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 the median age for the American worker in 1992 was a full four years younger than the 
median age for the American worker in 2002 (Toosi 2004, p. 55). 
In conjunction with the aging of the labor force is the differing labor force participation 
by gender and age group.  While men aged 55 and older have decreased their representation 
in the labor force over the period of study due to increased retirement, women in each and 
every age group have increased their labor force participation.  Women in older age groups in 
particular have increased their labor force participation since 1970.  From 1970 to 2000, 
women in the 45-54 age group increased their labor force participation rates from 54.4% to 
76.8% while women in the 55-64 age group increased their labor force participation rates 
from 43.0% to 51.8% (Tossi 2002, p. 22). 
The descriptive statistics for the data set in Table 3.1 indicate that the mean age of 
worker has remained fairly steady within a range, with a slight increase by the year 2002.  
The mean ages for both male and female workers peak in the 2002 National Study of the 
Changing Workforce, and are amongst the highest levels in the 2002 General Social Survey.  
While not reported, the median age of workers for each of the data sets also peaked with the 
2002 National Study of the Changing Workforce with a median age of 43.  Most of the other 
data sets had median ages ranging from 36-40 years of age.  The aging of the labor force 
should serve to increase overall levels of job autonomy, given the positive relationship 
between age and job autonomy. 
HOW JOB AUTONOMY IS STRATIFIED BY AGE 
 
Older workers should have more control over their work than their younger 
counterparts.  Part of the effect of age on job autonomy may likely be related to tenure and 
seniority.  In one sense, age can be considered a proxy for work experience- which in turn is 
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 related to both authority and autonomy (Singelmann & Mecken 1992).  Even if older workers 
may not have long periods of tenure within a particular organization, the overall amount of 
work experience they have should place them in positions where they have more control over 
their work.  While age can act as a proxy for work experience, it has its own distinct effects 
on worker outcomes apart from experience.  For example, older workers perceive greater job 
rewards, such as job satisfaction, than their younger counterparts (Kalleberg & Loscocco 
1983).  Finally, family structure may partly influence the control over terms with regards to 
age because older workers may not require as much flexibility in order to take care of 
domestic obligations, such as child-rearing.  While need for flexibility for child-rearing may 
decline for older women, caregiving responsibilities for spouses, parents, and parents in law 
may require increased flexibility in scheduling (Family Caregiver Alliance 2005).       
The empirical literature has found mixed support for the effect of age on autonomy.  
Some studies have found that while age by itself has a positive effect on autonomy, when 
organizational and occupational factors are considered, age becomes non significant 
(Kalleberg & Leicht 1986, Jaffee 1989).  Cross-national studies have found age to be either 
be nonsignificant in several countries and affect men and women differently (Singelmann & 
Mecken 1992), or to be curvilinear, where age has a positive effect that peaks around age 40 
(Dobbin & Boychuk 1999).  Other studies support the positive age effect: the job autonomy 
of workers increased with age as they generally had a better grasp on what to do on their 
jobs.  Analyses of nationally representative samples from the United States, and samples of 
workers in Illinois have confirmed the positive effect of age on job autonomy (Durham et al. 
1981, Fenwick & Olsen 1986, Ross & Reskin 1992). 
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 RESULTS 
 
DOES AGE HAVE AN INFLUENCE ON JOB AUTONOMY? 
 
The empirical results indicate that age has a positive relationship with job autonomy.  
The older a worker is, the more likely they will be able to control the content and terms of 
their work.   
Charts 3.7 and 3.8 show the means of control over content and terms respectively by 
gender for three age groups: workers 18-34, workers 35-49, and workers 50 and older.  The 
means seen in Charts 3.7 and 3.8 indicate that the oldest workers, particularly older male 
workers, have the highest levels of job autonomy of any age/gender group.  Age has a 
significant relationship with each of the measures of control over content.  The effect of age 
is strong and consistent.  When the reduced form multivariate models including 
demographics are considered, such as in Tables 3.3A-C, we see that age still has a significant 
influence on control over content.   
The results for control over terms of work seen in Chart 3.8 also indicate that age has a 
consistent significant positive effect on most of the measures for control over terms of work, 
but not until the 1990s.  For most of the time periods before 1992, age does not have a strong 
effect on control over terms of work for men, and has no effect on control over terms for 
women.  This is evidenced by the lack of distinction by age in ability to decide one’s 
schedule (EOWDECSCH).  In later time periods, particularly 1997 and 2002, older workers 
are better able to control the terms of their work than younger workers.  Once the 
multivariate models are considered in Tables 3.3D&E, we find that age is a significant factor 
on flexibility for family reasons for both men and women even after controlling for 
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 demographic variables.  This may be likely due to the lower amounts of time required for 
family once children are grown. 
 
DOES THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGE AND JOB AUTONOMY 
CHANGE OVER TIME? 
 
The results show improvement over time for most workers.  The results also show 
inequality by gender: generally men have more control than women for most age groups and 
most years.  As mentioned above for control over terms, the relationship between age and job 
autonomy was not as clear in the 1970s as it became in later time periods.  Part of the 
explanation for this can be seen in the results for control over content for say at work.  These 
results indicate that the workers in the oldest age group did not always have the greatest 
amount of control over their work.  In the earlier time periods, male workers in the middle 
age group had the greatest amount of say at work.  The levels of control for this age group 
remained steady over the period of study while most other age groups for both men and 
women made improvement over the period of study.  There is also some evidence for 
increased equality among young workers.  For instance, the results for FREEDOMHOW 
seen in Chart 3.7 indicate that young women by 1992 gain in freedom at work to the point 
where they have similar levels of freedom at work as young men. 
The results for control over terms of work seen in Chart 3.8 show some improvement 
over time for certain measures.  One of the measures that declines over time for workers is 
flexibility for family and personal reasons (FLEXFAM).  While this decline has been noted 
among all male workers, when this measure is analyzed by age, it turns out that older male 
workers retain consistently high levels of flexibility for family and personal reasons that do 
not change over the period of study. 
110 
 The patterns for flexibility in scheduling over the 1990s also show a gendered dynamic 
by age.  Generally, among younger workers, there is equality by gender: young men have 
similar amounts of flexibility as young women.  However, among the older groups, 
particularly the oldest group, men begin to have significantly higher levels of flexibility than 
women at work.  Another important finding is in the strong rise in flexibility for women in 
the middle age group.  These women improved their flexibility significantly so that women 
from 35-49 have significantly higher flexibility than women aged 35-49 in either 1992 or 
1997.   
 
On the whole, age has an influence on job autonomy.  Older workers almost always 
have greater ability to control their work than younger workers, even though younger 
workers have been improving their ability to control their work over time, with the exception 
of flexibility for family and personal reasons (FLEXFAM).  For control over terms of work, 
age generally has a positive effect for males, but not always for females.  Part of this reason 
is due to the higher levels of control over terms for men in older age groups, as men in 
younger age groups have similar levels of control over terms as women in younger age 
groups.   
FAMILY 
CHANGES IN FAMILY AND WORK AND MEASUREMENT OF 
FAMILY VARIABLES 
 
The nature of changes in female labor force participation should have ushered in a 
period of greater consideration for control over the procedural terms of work for workers.  
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 With the increase of mothers of young children in the labor force and rise of dual-earner 
households, the requirements for control over scheduling and flexibility at work for family 
reasons will be greater now than ever before.  This section will briefly review some of the 
changes in dual-career households, and some of the implications of these changes for 
workers, particularly with respect to control over terms of work. 
There has been a consistent increase in dual-earning households over the past forty 
years.  For instance, in 1963, 56% of families had only one earner, and only 22% of families 
had two full-time earners.  By 1997, only 26% of families had only one earner while 44% of 
families had two full-time earners (Waite & Nielsen 2001, p. 31).  Implications of these 
changes for women include greater training, education, and greater likelihood in embarking 
on careers rather than just jobs (Waite & Nielsen 2001, p. 40).   
This increase has also come with increasing attention being paid to the difficulty of 
balancing the work life of two workers and the family life of children10.  One of the central 
studies over the past decade that focuses on the implications of two-career households on 
children and the need for flexibility is Arlie Russell Hochschild’s (1997) The Time Bind.  In 
this case study, Hochschild examines workers at a firm that had crafted family flexibility 
policies in the wake of these changes at work and the Family and Medical Leave Act of 
1993.  She found that while employees felt a need for flexibility in scheduling at work, 
employees often did not take advantage of such policies for a variety of reasons.  For some, 
they preferred to spend their time at work, and accordingly chose to spend more time at work 
than at home.  Others wanted to take advantage of flexible practices, but the costs were too 
                                                 
10 Since women of color and low SES have historically had higher levels of labor force participation than White 
women (Goldin 1990, p. 27), the balance between family and work hours has been an issue long before research 
into this field emerged. 
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 great.  Such employees would be seen as less committed to the organization, and would not 
be able to advance within internal labor markets, or even keep their jobs (Hochschild 1997). 
 
Marital status is measured in categories: never been married, married, separated or 
divorced, widowed, and for years after 1980, cohabiting.  Number of children and children 
under 6 years of age in the household are straightforward measures.  Finally, in selected data 
sets (seen in Table 3.1), workers with spouses were asked if their spouse worked for pay.  A 
caveat must be raised here for the measure of spouse working.  This measure appears to 
measure labor force activity rather than a certain threshold of hours worked.  It is difficult to 
know whether a spouse works for one or one hundred hours per week given the structure of 
the data.   
The evidence from Table 3.1 indicates an increase in two income households.  After 
1977, the majority of married men had partners that also brought in an income.  
Unfortunately, the data does not indicate how many hours the spouse works, so these figures 
may reflect a situation where the worker surveyed works twenty hours or more while their 
spouse may only work an hour a week.  Table 3.1 also indicates a lower likelihood over time 
that men have a young child at home, which is reflective of the declining fertility among 
working couples since the 1970s.  Finally, we see a lower proportion of married workers and 
a higher proportion of separated and divorced workers in later time periods, which reflected 
the trends in divorce over this time period. 
In short, the increase in dual career households has increased the attention paid to 
flexibility in the workplace.  The next section will look at some of the work that has tried to 
assess whether family structure or constraints such as whether a spouse works or whether 
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 there are children in a household influence a worker’s ability to control the terms of their 
work.  The final portion of this section will try to determine whether workers that are married 
or in dual career households actually feel as though they have more flexibility at work with 
the awareness of the potential problems with the Time Bind.   
HOW JOB AUTONOMY IS STRATIFIED BY FAMILY VARIABLES 
 
Most of the studies of job autonomy have not focused on the family structure variables 
in order to determine control over work.  This oversight is likely a result of the focus of 
studies of job autonomy.  Many studies of job autonomy focus on control over content of 
work rather than control over terms of work.  Thus, these studies often do not include family 
factors because of the lack of relationship between family factors and control over content.  
One study that focuses primarily on the influence on family on flexibility was conducted as 
part of Jacobs and Gerson’s (2004) Time Divide.  In one of their analyses, Jacobs and Gerson 
(2004, p. 103) conducted a similar analysis to ones that will be found in this dissertation.  
They analyzed the variable titled FLEXSCH from the 1992 National Study of the Changing 
Workforce, and find that neither marital status nor children in the household influence the 
level of flexibility at work.  The analysis below will not only seek to see if the finding from 
Jacobs and Gerson (2004) is consistent over time and across measures, but also will look at 
whether a spouse working influences flexibility at work. 
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 RESULTS 
 
DO PEOPLE WITH FAMILY OBLIGATIONS HAVE MORE CONTROL OVER 
THE TERMS OF THEIR WORK? 
 
Chart 3.9 shows the means of control over terms by gender for two groups: married and 
unmarried workers.  Chart 3.10 shows means of control over terms by gender for two groups: 
those that have a child under 6 years of age in the household, and those that do not.  Chart 
3.11 shows means of control over terms by gender for two groups: those whose spouse works 
and those whose spouse does not work.   
The results from Charts 3.9-3.11 and Tables 3.3D-E confirm that family obligations 
such as whether a person’s spouse works, whether a person has children, and marital status 
do not substantially influence a worker’s ability to control the terms of his or her work.  
While in general, marital status, and whether a spouse works or not does not influence 
control over terms, there are a few findings worth noting. 
With respect to ability to take time off for family purposes, it turns out that workers that 
may to need to take time off for family purposes are unable to do so by the 1990s as much as 
other workers.  While Chart 3.9 indicates few differences by marital status, and Table 3.3D 
shows no significant differences by detailed marital status, analyses of t-tests of means by 
detailed marital status (groups included in Table 3.3D) show that separated/divorced men 
have significantly less ability to take time off for family than married men in 200211.   
As seen in Table 3.3D, women with more children had a significantly more difficult 
time taking time off of work for family matters.  Surprisingly, in 2002, men with kids under 
                                                 
11 Results of T-tests of means, regressions for each individual year, and even charts for detailed marital status 
(single, married, separated/divorced, widowed, cohabiting) are not reported for ease of presentation.  In general, 
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 six years of age in the household reported that they had less ability to take time off of work 
for family matters than men without young children at home.  This stands in contrast to 
women of young children in 2002 whose ability to take time off was no different than other 
women.   
With regard to flexibility in scheduling, there is some evidence that married workers 
are better able to take advantage of flexibility in scheduling than some other workers.  Chart 
3.9 indicates that married workers tend to be better able to control their schedules than non-
married workers.  When detailed marital status is considered, we find that in 2002, single 
workers had less flexibility in scheduling than married workers.  In addition, divorced 
women in 1997 and divorced men in 2002 had less flexibility than married women in 1997 
and married men in 2002, respectively.  However, once other factors are considered in the 
multivariate Table 3.3E, the effect of marital status disappears.   
Chart 3.11 indicates that there are limited differences by spouse working status for 
control over terms of work.  Women with a working spouse appear to have less flexibility 
than women without a working spouse.  However, when statistical tests are considered for 
these relationships, there are no significant differences by these groups.  Statistical runs that 
include spouse working as an independent variable also indicate that whether a spouse works 
or not has little to do with a worker’s ability to control the terms of their work12. 
 
                                                                                                                                                       
there were few notable distinctions other than the ones reported above in this section, as supported by Tables 
3.3D and 3.3E.  Therefore, the married v. non-married distinction was utilized. 
12 The regression analyses did not utilize this variable, as all of the workers that were not married dropped from 
the analyses.  A comparison of the coefficients from the runs with married workers versus the coefficients from 
the runs with all workers yielded almost identical results.  In addition, the variable of spouse working was 
always insignificant statistically.  Therefore, the multivariate runs reported do not consider this variable. 
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 DO WORKERS OF VARYING FAMILY BACKGROUNDS DIFFER OVER 
TIME IN THEIR CONTROL OVER TERMS?  
 
While there were not very many differences by family obligations seen in the 
multivariate regressions, there is some evidence that conditions for workers with certain 
family backgrounds have improved over time.  In addition, there is evidence within these 
runs that helps better understand inequality by gender. 
Chart 3.9 shows control over terms for people whose spouse works.  While there is 
evidence of decline in ability to take time off of work for family purposes, we see that the 
gender inequality in this measure seen at the start of this chapter really comes from the 
inequality between men and women whose spouse works.  In these cases, men with wives 
that work always have greater ability to take time off of work than women whose husbands 
work.  This inequality by gender also exists for flexibility in scheduling and ability to choose 
starting and stopping times.  This may result from married women working in positions 
whose rewards do not include flexibility at work.  It may also be a result of differences in 
expectations regarding work and caregiving.  Women may not perceive that they have as 
great of flexibility as men because they may require more flexibility, and their needs are not 
being met. 
Chart 3.10 shows control over terms for people of varying marital statuses.   Among 
those who are married, there is gender inequality in ability to take time off for family 
reasons.  While there is a decline for married men over time in flexibility for family reasons, 
they still have more flexibility for family reasons than married women.  In addition, married 
men also have more flexibility in scheduling and ability to choose their schedules than 
married women.  This stands in contrast to single workers that display no inequality by 
gender. 
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 Married workers also improve their flexibility in scheduling over the 1990s while 
single men and women do not improve their flexibility in scheduling over the 1990s.  This 
result seems to indicate that married workers, and in particular, married men, are able to take 
advantage in flexibility in scheduling over the period of study, but are increasingly unable to 
take time off specifically for family reasons. 
Chart 3.11 shows the results for control over terms by having a child below six years of 
age.  These results indicate that the gender inequality between men and women occurs for 
those without young children in the household.  Among workers with young children in the 
household, men and women at each time point have equal ability to take time off for family 
reasons. 
                                                                                                                                                                     
On the whole, family characteristics and obligations appear to have limited influence on 
workers’ ability to control the terms of their work.  Of some of the influences, it appears as 
though married workers are able to take advantage of flexibility in scheduling and choosing 
hours more than single workers, but do not carry this advantage in ability to take time off of 
work for family reasons.  Moreover, male workers with young children and male workers 
who are divorced in 2002 became less able to take time off than their peers without children 
and peers who were married, respectively.  Finally, much of the inequality in control over 
terms by gender is among married workers.  Married men appear to have an advantage over 
married women in control over terms of work.   
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 DISCUSSION 
 
This chapter serves to better understand how job autonomy is distributed in the United 
States, and how it has changed over time.  The most central component to this story of 
inequality is by gender.  Men have higher levels of job autonomy than women.  This gap in 
levels of job autonomy has diminished for only a few of the measures.  In addition, the 
persistence of the gap differs by demographic feature.  Within this overall story of inequality 
between men and women are two other important areas of inequality: inequality associated 
with age and experience, and inequality associated with family responsibilities and a Time 
Bind.  There are issues of inequality by age and tenure that seem to indicate a more equal 
playing field to start with, even though inequality emerges as people spend more time within 
the labor force or within organizations.  In addition, issues of work and family balance have 
important implications for the ability of workers to control the terms of their work.  The 
following discussion will highlight these areas of inequality in job autonomy, and discuss the 
implications of this inequality for American workers.   
INQUALITY BY GENDER 
 
As seen above, one of the central findings of this chapter is the consistent and persistent 
inequality in job autonomy between men and women.  For almost every measure of both 
control over content and control over terms, men have higher levels of job autonomy than 
women.  This finding is not surprising given the inequality between men and women across 
not only other demographic characteristics seen in this chapter, but also across a wide variety 
of job rewards seen in the Social Stratification, Sociology of Work literature, and Economics 
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 literature.  The following discussion will tie together the gender inequality ubiquitous in the 
chapter. 
While levels of job autonomy improved for American workers, the job autonomy gap 
between men and women continued over the period of study for most of the measures, 
excepting FREEDOMHOW and FLEXSCH.  Women had statistically similar levels of 
freedom regarding how they did their work compared with men in 2002 while they had 
similar abilities to choose their schedule as men in both 1992 and 2002. While women did 
improve their job autonomy over the period of study, men improved their job autonomy 
sufficiently so they were able to still retain more job autonomy than women.  This gap in job 
autonomy between men and women likely persists for a variety of reasons that will be 
detailed below.   
 
INEQUALITY BY AGE AND TENURE 
 
The evidence for the way age and tenure operate gives us a clear example of how 
gender inequality can be perpetuated over time.  The results for tenure show that women 
generally have less job autonomy than men in most age groups, but that this effect is slowly 
disappearing among the youngest workers.  As the period under study progressed, with 
advances in opportunities and educational levels of women, younger women beginning their 
careers were about as likely to have control over their work as younger men.  By the 1990s, 
there appears to be a level playing field at the point of entry into the labor force.  Men and 
women have similarly lower levels of job autonomy than their older and more tenured 
counterparts.  However, as workers get older, and they have more experience within an 
organization, men and women begin to diverge in their levels of job autonomy.  
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 Comparatively speaking, amounts of time within an organization give men greater levels of 
control over their work than women.  With tenure, men accrue rewards at a greater pace than 
women.  This finding is not terribly surprising if we consider research regarding salaries, 
income, or internal labor markets. 
What is partly surprising is the finding that the growing significance of tenure and age 
as stratifying forces of job autonomy.  The growth of tenure as a stratifying force in job 
autonomy gives some pause for the discussion among those arguing for a ‘new deal at work’ 
where people would spend time moving from firm to firm to accumulate skills.  Workers 
now more than ever require experience at an organization as a requisite for job autonomy at 
the firm.  While many of the workers that can take advantage of the ‘new deal at work’ are 
highly educated (and thus, generally have higher levels of control over content than other 
workers), workers with less experience and education may not be able to gain job autonomy 
as a reward of work.    
 
CAREGIVING AND EVIDENCE OF TIME BIND REGARDING 
CONTROL OVER TERMS 
 
There are definite distinctions between men and women in their levels of control over 
terms of work, specifically with respect to flexibility in scheduling in general, and for family 
or personal reasons.  In general, men either have similar levels or enjoy greater flexibility at 
work than women do, even in the 1990s and beyond.  One of the factors behind this may be 
seen in distinctions by who is responsible for caregiving.  Rather than choosing jobs with 
more flexibility, women may not be able to get as much control over the terms of their work 
as men.  There is some evidence, however, that men are declining in their ability to have 
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 flexibility for family, giving rise to the difficulties of work/family balance.  The following 
discussion will detail the difficulties that some workers have in gaining control over their 
scheduling, and in flexibility for taking off for family or personal reasons. 
One of the clearest reasons behind the inequality between men and women with respect 
to control over terms comes from the distinctions among married workers.  As found above, 
the gender inequality in control over terms was seen primarily among married workers.  
Women that had never been married had similar levels of control over terms of work as men 
that had never been married.  Moreover, the inequality among married men and women also 
increases with the number of children in the household.  The number of children in a 
household does not influence male ability to control the terms of their work, but is a 
significant negative factor on female ability to control the terms of their work.  One of the 
central reasons why these factors lead towards inequality in control over terms of work is that 
women do not necessarily choose occupations based on flexibility (Glass 1990), and they 
have a disproportionate responsibility for care giving.  
Caregiving responsibilities often disproportionately fall on the shoulders of women.  
Hochschild’s (1989) detailed this inequality in care giving and household labor by claiming 
that working women put in a ‘second shift’ at home after their shifts in paid labor.  Working 
mothers of young children bear the brunt of responsibility in care giving for their children.  
In addition, working women of older ages may have care responsibilities for parents, in-laws, 
or sick spouses.  These caregiving responsibilities may require interrupted labor force 
activity.  Disrupted labor force activity may require that a worker look for work at a new 
organization every time they come back for work.  This will decrease the likelihood of 
earning tenure, and rewards that may accrue with tenure, such as job autonomy.   
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 In addition, while balancing work and family is a process that is considered by couples 
rather than individuals, it is often women who scale back their hours or labor force activity 
(Becker & Moen 1999).  Women deal with different ideologies they have been socialized 
into, and have to balance and weave their work and family lives (Hattery 2001).  These often 
complex processes lead towards disproportionate amounts of women compromising their 
jobs or careers for their family.  Such compromises may come in the form of reduced job 
autonomy at work.   
In addition, as increasing proportions of workers, particularly women, enter the labor 
force with high levels of education, this may lead towards further difficulty with family and 
work balance.  Highly educated women are less able to control the terms of their work than 
less educated women.  Part of this is due to the different types of work that educated women 
often engage in.  In Chapter 5, we will further understand which educated women have less 
flexibility at work, and why they have less ability to take time off of work for family or 
personal reasons.  Such educated women had less ability to have flexibility at work than 
similarly educated males.  This may be due to an expectation for highly educated women to 
show that they are serious workers and can put in similar hours as men.  While highly 
educated women may have problems in flexibility compared to highly educated men, less 
educated women do not have this problem.  There was an improvement in flexibility for less 
educated women over the period of study.  By 2002, less educated women actually have 
more flexibility at work than less educated men.  This may indicate that these less educated 
women choose jobs that provide flexibility as a job reward. 
While there has been persistent inequality by gender with respect to control over terms 
of work, there is some evidence of a decline in the gap between men and women with respect 
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 to flexibility in scheduling and in taking time off for family purposes.  With respect to 
scheduling, men and women have had relative equality in flexibility in scheduling over the 
1990s.  The real closing in the gender gap in control over terms can be seen in ability to take 
time off for family or personal reasons.  Sadly, this is a result of male workers losing ability 
to take time off rather than female workers gaining ability to take time off for family or 
personal reasons.  In particular, divorced men have consistently lost ability to take time off 
for family or personal reasons over the last 25 years.  Contributing toward the equality in 
taking off for family purposes is the equality seen amongst parents of young children.  Male 
and female workers with children under 6 years old have similar ability to take time off of 
work for family or personal purposes.  These signs may be indicative of growing equality in 
the workplace and growing responsibilities for men in helping raise children.    
Other evidence of increased equality by gender is that there may be some increased 
flexibility at work to counter some of the difficulties in balancing work and family.  The 
1990s saw increased attention paid to the issues of juggling family and work.  The Family 
and Medical Leave Act of 1993 and increased attention paid to workplace flexibility were 
hallmarks of the middle 1990s.  Improved flexibility with respect to scheduling accompanied 
these changes.  However, while these changes in the workplace appear to have helped 
increase some levels of scheduling, they have failed in allowing workers greater ability to 
take time off for their family.   
 
All in all, while inequality in job autonomy between men and women persists, evidence 
for a decline in the gender gaps of job autonomy exists for several measures.  In addition, 
while workplaces are beginning to allow some workers greater flexibility at work in terms of 
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 scheduling, workers are less able to take time off for family or personal reasons.  This spells 
out the increased pressures at work to put in face time at work seen in Hochschild’s (1997) 
Time Bind, and not exercise flexibility at work for family or personal reasons.   
 
CONCLUSION 
We can clearly see how job autonomy has changed over time as a result of some of the 
demographic shifts at work.  In general, as workers become increasingly educated, they are 
better able to control the content of their work.  At the same time, while there is some 
evidence for increased flexibility in scheduling in the wake of increased labor force 
participation of women, it turns out that flexibility specifically for family purposes has 
stagnated for women and even declined for men, indicating the continuing difficulty that 
workers face in balancing work and family.  The stories from this chapter tell of a changing 
composition of the labor force, but do not speak directly to very important changes in the 
social organization of work mentioned in the introductory chapter.  In order to understand the 
mechanisms that influence the inequality portrayed in this chapter, we need to look more 
closely at the structures that organize work for Americans.  The next two chapters will do 
this by examining the changes in work structures at work, and how these have influenced 
changes in job autonomy over time.  Chapter 4 will focus on organizational processes such as 
organizational control systems and authority structures while Chapter 5 will focus on 
occupational processes such as substantive complexity and occupational power.   
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CHAPTER 4:  ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCES ON 
JOB AUTONOMY, 1969 TO 2002 
 
Organizations shape the way employees experience work.  They serve not only as 
contexts within which most Americans do work, but also as distributors of various rewards 
from income to job autonomy.  Organizations mainly influence stratification and the work 
experience for individuals through their control systems.  We miss out on a lot of 
understanding of inequality if we do not focus on processes and influences at the 
organizational level (Baron & Bielby 1980).  This chapter will explore how both 
organizational structures and authority influence job autonomy.  Workers in smaller 
organizations are better able to control their work while workers with authority (supervisors 
and self-employed) have more control over the content of their work than other workers.  The 
results show that some gender gaps in control over content appear to be narrowing as women 
in larger organizations and women in supervisee positions begin to gain more control over 
content over the period of study.  While highly educated female workers continue to have 
lower ability to schedule their work over the 1990s, female bosses are better able to take time 
off of work for personal and family reasons than male bosses and other female workers.   
 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND SIZE 
 
Control systems at the organizational level direct, evaluate and discipline workers 
(Edwards 1979, p. 18).  Capitalists and/or managers obtain desired work behavior from 
 workers through three different types of control systems: simple, technical, and bureaucratic 
(Edwards 1979, p. 18-21).  Simple control systems are found in smaller organizations and 
indicate direct supervision on the part of the owner or manager without multiple lines of 
supervision.  Technical control systems such as assembly lines require that machines or other 
mechanical means direct the labor of the workers.  These control systems often do not allow 
workers much ability to control their own work.  Bureaucratic control systems are often 
found in larger organizations, and are based on a system of rules and regulations that govern 
employee behavior.  Bureaucracies incorporate multiple hierarchical levels of supervision, 
and often have internal labor markets that govern the upward movement of more skilled 
workers into positions with higher rewards such as authority, prestige, and earnings.  As the 
level of bureaucratization increases, greater degrees of both hierarchy and formalization limit 
the job autonomy of the individual worker (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996).   
The most salient organizational factor that will influence job autonomy is the size of the 
organization (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996).  Organizational size reflects other aspects of the 
organization, such as structure and hierarchy.  Different sized organizations utilize different 
types of control systems to direct, evaluate and discipline workers in order to elicit the 
completion of tasks.  Larger organizations may require more complex organizational 
structures and control systems in order to make sure workers complete tasks properly.  In 
addition, the sheer numbers of workers at an organization can have an independent influence 
on a worker’s ability to control their work (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996).  With respect to 
job autonomy, there are two competing schools of thought concerning organizational size: 
“small is beautiful” versus its “bigger is better” critics.   
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 The “small is beautiful” argument states that smaller organizations create favorable 
conditions for workers.  Such conditions include a better working environment that provides 
workers with rewards such as discretion and trust at work (le Grand et al. 1994, p. 234).  For 
instance, in his study of a regional clothing industry, Ram (1991) found that the workers at 
small firms enjoyed positions with high levels of trust and autonomy.  The owners of these 
small firms needed to rely on these workers because of the detailed operations involved, and 
the difficulty of replacing the workers with equally competent and trustworthy employees.  In 
exchange for their trust, the owners of these small firms would give their workers greater 
control over both what they did, and the scheduling and pacing of their work.   
Smaller firms may require that workers take greater initiative over the content of their 
work.  Often, jobs and roles within smaller, nascent organizations do not simply appear fully 
formed, but rather evolve into idiosyncratic jobs performed by particular individuals (Aldrich 
1999, p. 128).  Such positions in smaller organizations may require that workers have more 
control over the content of their work because their jobs fill unique roles in the organization.   
On the other hand, larger organizations are more likely to utilize bureaucratic control 
systems.  Bureaucratic control systems are associated with hierarchical relations that are 
formalized in order to control operations and output at work.  Each worker is located within a 
larger hierarchy of workers that control and direct the work of others.  These relations are 
reinforced through formalized rules and job ladders.  Such rigid formalized rules limit control 
over both the content and terms of work for workers.  In addition, with bureaucracy, there is 
a greater need for more interdependent tasks among workers in the organization.  Each 
person’s individual effort will necessarily be related to the work of another at the 
organization.  This task interdependency requires that the individual worker may not have 
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 complete control over the content of their work.  Depending on the nature and timing 
involved with the task, workers also may not have control over the terms of their work in 
larger organizations.  If time coordination is excessively important for the interdependent 
tasks of an organization, then individual workers will have less control over the pacing and 
scheduling of their work. 
While the examples above focus on why organizational size has a negative influence on 
job autonomy, there is some evidence that organizational size may have a positive effect on 
job autonomy.  Edwards (1979) argued that historically, in small organizations with simple 
or hierarchical control systems, domineering and capricious employers and foremen would 
allow workers little discretion at work.  Edwards (1979, Ch.1) also argued that bureaucratic 
control systems give employees some leeway with regards to control over terms of work such 
as pacing.  In addition, larger firms may need more skilled workers, who traditionally have 
had greater control over the content of work (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996).  Furthermore, 
larger organizations may be able to employ flexible work practices such as flexible 
scheduling (Osterman 1994).  By offering flexibility in scheduling, workplaces provide the 
conditions to give employees more control over the terms of their work (Osterman 1994).  
Smaller firms may not allow such control over scheduling because they may require the 
workers to report regularly due to the idiosyncratic nature of jobs.  Finally, larger 
organizations would have greater opportunities for workers to become supervisors.  The 
increased potential for working in a supervisory position indicates more potential for job 
autonomy for workers, as will be detailed below. 
The findings of previous empirical studies examining the effect of organizational size 
on job autonomy have generally found support for the “small is beautiful” argument.  The 
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 literature finds that establishment size has a negative effect on work autonomy across a 
variety of contexts.  Kalleberg and Leicht (1986) found that organizational size had a 
negative effect on job autonomy for female manufacturing workers in Indiana above and 
beyond the influences of formalization of workplace procedures.  Kalleberg and Van Buren 
(1996, p. 63) also find an independent influence of organizational size on job autonomy for 
American workers, and argue that workers at larger organizations may perceive constraints 
on the ability to control their own work due to the sheer number of people working there.   
leGrand et al. (1994) also found an independent size effect even after controlling for span of 
control and formalization in their study of Swedish workers.  Other studies across a variety of 
occupations and nations replicate the findings listed above (Dobbin & Boychuk 1999, 
Fenwick & Olsen 1986, Singelmann & Mencken 1992).  Given the empirical and theoretical 
evidence, organizational size is hypothesized to have a negative influence on the control over 
content and terms of work.   
 
Hypothesis 1:  Workers in smaller establishments should have more control over the 
content and terms of their work than workers in larger establishments.   
 
CHANGE IN ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND SIZE OVER 
TIME 
 
There have been several changes in organizations and the nature of work since the late 
1960s that have likely influenced the job autonomy of American workers.  The main changes 
revolve around the growth in flexible production processes in firms over the 1980s and 
1990s. 
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 During the 1990s, the social organization of work in the United States became more 
flexible in nature.  Smith (1997) noted that firms were requiring greater amounts of 
functional flexibility from their employees.  This required that workers perform a wider 
variety of tasks at work.  Part of the reason for greater functional flexibility at work is due to 
the emergence of post-Fordist High Performance Work Practices.  High Performance Work 
Practices are fairly new activity systems that are increasingly utilized in American 
workplaces.  They emerged in the United States in the 1980s as a response to foreign 
competitors, and their goals are to increase the productivity and flexibility of the firm 
(Appelbaum & Batt 1994).  High Performance Work Organizations (HPWOs) use High 
Performance Work practices such as flattened hierarchies, work teams, quality circles, and 
flexibility in scheduling that are designed to be flexible and efficient in nature.  These 
practices help the bottom line for the organization by relying heavily on worker input and 
discretion.  The onset of such work practices has given at least the impression of increased 
control over work for its workers.   
As mentioned in Chapter 1, there has been some debate as to how helpful these 
practices are to job autonomy between the post-Fordist and neo-Fordist camps.  The post-
Fordists argue that High Performance Work Practices enhance job autonomy for workers 
while the neo-Fordists argue that these new forms of work organization do not enhance job 
autonomy for workers.  The empirical evidence generally supports the neo-Fordists, though 
the evidence is mixed.  Some empirical studies have shown that workers in HPWOs had 
higher job autonomy and intrinsic rewards than their counterparts in organizations that did 
not utilize High Performance Work Practices (Appelbaum et al. 2000).  However, Harley 
(2001) found that teamwork neither raises nor lowers levels of discretion vis-à-vis workers 
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 that are not engaged in teamwork.  Finally, others (eg. Barker 1993, Taplin 1995) have 
argued that organizations that use such practices wind up exacting additional amounts of 
control over their workers through peer control, and “may well mask increased managerial 
control of production.” (Harley 2001, p. 725).  
High Performance Work Practices are more often found in larger than smaller 
organizations (Osterman 1994), and we would expect that if these practices have caught on 
extensively, then we should see the negative effect of larger organizations on job autonomy 
decrease over time.  At a minimum, the onset of High Performance Work Practices should 
lead to higher overall levels of job autonomy for all workers. 
   
Hypothesis 2:  Establishment size will become a less significant influence on job 
autonomy in latter time periods (late 1990s/2002) than in the 1970s. 
 
AUTHORITY 
 
Weberian conceptions of authority consider it to be a legitimate relation of domination 
and subjection.  Authority and autonomy are similar in that they both are measures of power 
(Wolf & Fligstein 1979).  The degree of authority a person has will influence their job 
autonomy.  Those with greater amounts of authority, or control over other people’s work, 
should have greater amounts of control over their own work.  There are two distinct cases 
where authority influences job autonomy: authority held in a position within an organization, 
and authority inherent in self-employment.   
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 AUTHORITY IN ORGANIZATIONS 
 
Social theorists have sought to explain differences in authority within organizations for 
the past 150 years.  Traditional Marxian class analysis focuses on differences in power 
between people of different relations to production.  Dahrendorf’s (1959) focus on authority 
relations as opposed to Marxian exploitation represents a reframing of power in 
organizations.  In Wright’s (1985) exploitation-based concept of class analysis, distinctions 
in authority within an organization reflect distinctions in class location.  Here, supervisors 
have organizational assets that give them greater power within an organization.  In each of 
these models, workers with supervisory authority exercise discretion over the work of others. 
While authority and autonomy are both measures of power, they are different from one 
another with regards to both position and control over the work of others.  People in positions 
with legitimate power in organizations are able to exercise control over the work of others.  
While authority requires power over other people’s work, job autonomy only requires that 
one exercises power over their own work.  In fact, several conceptualizations of job 
autonomy over the past twenty years inaccurately conflate autonomy and authority by 
including measures of authority such as participation in decision-making (Hodson et al. 
1994; Spector 1986).  If a worker has authority at work, they should be better able to exercise 
discretion over their own work as a direct result of having such authority. 
Workers that have authority at work should in turn have greater amounts of autonomy 
over their work.  This relationship is a result of differing levels of organizational assets 
among workers in an organization.  Workers in positions of supervisory authority have 
organizational assets that workers who are supervisees do not have.  Organizational assets are 
productive resources that emerge as a result of coordination and cooperation among 
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 producers in a complex division of labor (Wright 1985, p. 79).  For supervisors at the highest 
level (bosses), these organizational assets include the ability to appropriate surplus or manage 
organizational resources.  For supervisors at lower levels, such as middle-managers, 
organizational assets may include the ability to direct the work of others or participate in 
decision-making at the organizational level.  The benefits of these organizational assets for 
supervisors include the ability to control work (Wright 1985, p.80).  Not only are the 
supervisors able to control the work of others, they also are able to control their own work by 
leveraging their organizational assets.   
The operationalization of authority in an organization is seen in supervisory status1.  In 
this scheme, the people with the most authority within in an organization are those without 
supervisors while the people with the least authority in an organization are those who do not 
supervise anybody.  The empirical evidence consistently shows that supervisors have more 
job autonomy than those that do not supervise (Kalleberg & Van Buren 1996, Durham et al. 
1981, Silver 1990). 
 
Hypothesis 3:  Supervisors will have more control over content and terms than non-
supervisors. 
 
SELF-EMPLOYED 
 
Self-employed workers own and direct their own labor power (Wright 1985).  Self-
employed workers should be able to control both what they do and how they do it, and thus 
                                                 
1 Authority exists in many different forms, and is not necessarily a unidimensional concept.  For instance, Smith 
(2002, p. 511) notes that job authority can often be broken down into two major types: control over 
organizational resources and control over human resources.  In addition, while we have measures of supervisory 
authority, it may be only in name, and may not confer any actual power (See Wright et al 1982 p.714).  Due to 
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 should have more autonomy than employees.  In fact, several of the data sets utilized in this 
project purposely did not ask self-employed workers several of the job autonomy questions 
presumably because it had been assumed that these workers would have greater amounts of 
job autonomy than employees.  While several of the major studies have intermittent measures 
of job autonomy for self-employed workers, in order to understand control over work for all 
American workers, it is necessary to include self-employed workers.  These workers should 
have greater control over content than employees. 
For self-employed workers, control over terms of work may operate very differently 
than control over content of work.  Self-employed workers often are under time constraints 
due to the nature of their work.  Often the pacing and scheduling of work is ‘controlled’ by 
the clients or customers of a self-employed worker.  While an advantage of being self-
employed is the authority to choose what one does for work, it may not allow the flexibility 
in scheduling that ironically is considered to be an important reward for those who are self-
employed.   
 
Hypothesis 4:  Self-employed workers will have greater control over content of work 
than other workers, but not necessarily more control over terms of work. 
 
CHANGE IN AUTHORITY OVER TIME 
 
There have been some changes in job authority since the late 1960s.  The first trend is 
the organizational restructuring that took hold in the 1990s with the growth in downsizing of 
managers.  The second trend is the change in the nature of control systems from bureaucratic 
                                                                                                                                                       
data constraints of having only measures of whether or not one is a supervisor, and whether or not one has a 
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 control systems towards control systems that require greater commitment from employees 
(Walton 1985).  The two above trends are related to the increased competition and drive 
towards greater flexibility on the part of organizations.  The final trend is seen in the greater 
representation of women in positions of authority and the growing importance of flexibility 
in scheduling in the workplace to accommodate the needs of both female and male workers.   
Downsizing in the United States is a result of the increased desire for numerical 
flexibility in the workplace.  The two main trends in downsizing occurred in different 
decades.  In the 1980s, the victims of downsizing were primarily blue-collar workers in 
manufacturing industries.  By the 1990s, however, increasingly more white-collar workers 
and managers became victims of downsizing (Fallick 1996).  The environment for these 
white collar managers was qualitatively different than the periods before it in that the 
traditional paternalistic employment practices no longer applied (Heckscher 1995).   The 
workers that retained their positions amidst the downsizing wound up having a greater 
amount of responsibility on the job.  On the one hand, this may lower the control over 
content of their work because they are forced to work on certain projects required by the 
organization in order to justify employment at the organization.  On the other hand, the 
workers that remained were considered to be vital to the functioning to the organization, and 
may be able to control the content of their increased amounts of work.   
In conjunction with changes in the numerical flexibility at work, models of control 
systems that required greater commitment from employees were on the rise in the mid to late 
1980s.  These control systems such as those found in HPWOs sought to empower workers in 
organizations by granting them greater degrees of control over the content of their work in 
exchange for greater organizational commitment.  These changes also flattened bureaucracies 
                                                                                                                                                       
supervisor, I must conceptualize authority as supervisory authority. 
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 and required fewer levels of hierarchy within organizations.  Decentralization of power in the 
organization may allow for workers without authority to gain more control over their work 
vis-à-vis workers with authority.  In this case, workers without authority would gain 
discretion while managers would simply retain constant levels of discretion.  
Managers may also lose some control over the terms of their work over the period of 
study.  This time period marked a period where home and work began to blur more than ever 
before, with managers having to take on increasingly more hours than other workers.  The 
increased hours of managers and professionals marked a time divide which began to further 
distinguish these workers from workers in other occupational groups (Jacobs & Gerson 
2004).  Hochschild (1997) found that workers in positions of authority needed to work longer 
hours and could not exercise flexible scheduling for fear of being taken less seriously at 
work.  In addition, increased hours for managers may have particular implications for 
working mothers.  Blair-Loy (2003) finds that women in executive positions have to wrestle 
between the competing devotions of two competing ‘greedy institutions’: work and family.  
While it may seem highly unlikely that supervisors would have less control over the terms of 
their work than non-supervisors, the advantage of being a supervisor should decrease over 
this time period.    
On the whole, the changes in control systems from bureaucratic control towards greater 
commitment models should allow workers of all levels of authority to have greater amounts 
of control over the content of their work.  Coupled with growing pressures for managers to 
put in longer hours, this should also lead to a decrease in the advantage that supervisors have 
in their control over the terms of their work. 
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 Hypothesis 5:  Supervisees will gain in control over content and terms of work with 
respect to supervisors.   
 
DATA AND MEASURES 
 
A detailed treatment of the data sets can be found in Chapter 2.  The independent 
measures not listed in this chapter, but utilized in the multivariate analyses below include: 
race, age, marital status, number of children in household, presence of child under 6 in 
household, educational level of worker, organizational tenure, part time status, hours worked 
in main job, industry, union membership, and occupational category.   
 
The size of the organization at which the individual works is measured at the 
establishment level rather than firm level, and was measured by some of the data sets in an 
ordinal fashion utilizing categories with sizes.  For comparability across all of the data sets, I 
used the midpoints of these categories as values, and performed procedures for the top-coded 
categories in order to gain an accurate estimate (see Parker & Fenwick 1986).  Moreover, 
given that the distribution of organizations does not follow a normal distribution, for 
multivariate regression analyses, I have taken the natural log of establishment size as the 
measure of organizational size.   
I use two measures that reflect authority: supervisory status in the organization, and 
self-employment status.  I separate degree of authority by working with two measures: 
whether a worker is a supervisor (yes/no), and whether the worker is a subordinate (yes/no).  
“Bosses” are those that have no supervisors, but are supervisors.  “Middle Managers” are 
those that have supervisors, and are supervisors.  “Workers” are those that have supervisors, 
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 but are not supervisors.  Workers that are neither supervisors nor supervisees are measured as 
“Authority Other.”  The measurement for self-employed workers is a straight-forward 
dichotomous variable (yes/no). 
 
ANALYSES 
 
In order to determine how organizations and authority position have influenced job 
autonomy over time, I will present several fairly simple analyses that look at how control 
over content and control over terms has differed over time by gender for organizational size, 
authority position within organization and self-employment status.  The results are all broken 
out by gender because of the persistent finding of inequality by gender in the literature on job 
autonomy found in Chapter 3.  Table 4.1 is a summary of results based on the hypotheses 
outlined in the previous section.  Charts 4.1-4.6 show the mean levels for control over work 
for each measure by gender, time, and organizational characteristic.  Tables 4.2-4.8 show 
selected organizational coefficients for multivariate models of job autonomy.   
 
RESULTS 
 
DO WORKERS IN SMALL ESTABLISHMENTS HAVE MORE 
CONTROL OVER THEIR WORK THAN WORKERS IN LARGE 
ESTABLISHMENTS? 
 
Chart 4.1 shows the mean levels of control over content of work for each year and 
measure by size of organization and by gender.  In these charts, a comparison was made 
between workers in relatively smaller organizations (fewer than 100 employees) versus 
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 workers in larger organizations (100 or more employees)2.  In short, workers in smaller 
organizations were better able to control their work than workers in larger organizations. 
For control over content, the levels of say over work vary by organizational size and by 
gender.  Chart 4.1 shows Control over Content by year, gender, and organizational size.  
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, workers in smaller organizations have more say (LOTOFSAY) 
over their work than workers in larger organizations.  In addition, as seen in Chapter 3, men 
generally have more control over the content of their work than women.  Chart 4.1 also 
shows that workers in smaller organizations generally had higher levels of freedom over how 
they performed their work, what they did at work, and had slightly higher responsibility for 
decision making than workers in larger organizations.     
Multivariate ordered logistic regression analyses of each of the measures for control 
over content (see Tables 4.2-4.5) find that organizational size exerts a negative influence on 
control over content of work even when other independent variables are considered for both 
men and women.  Model 3 for each of these tables show a consistent negative result, 
confirming that the larger an organization, the less control a worker has over the content of 
their work.    
Organizational size also has influence on control over terms of work.  Chart 4.4 shows 
control over terms by year, gender and organizational size.  The chart for flexibility in taking 
time off for family or personal reasons (FLEXFAM) indicates that at least in 1977, male 
workers in smaller organizations have the greatest ability to take time off work of all 
workers.  Workers in large organizations also have less ability to decide when to take breaks 
at work, and less ability to choose the hours that they work than workers in small 
                                                 
2 I looked at how “huge” (500+ employees) organizations may have differed from large organizations (100+ 
employees), but since there were almost no differences between the results for “large” and “huge” 
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 organizations.  Gender distinctions also remain consistent in these figures, as male workers in 
different sized organizations generally have more control over the terms of their work than 
female workers of similar sized organizations.  This is seen most clearly in the chart for 
FLEXFAM. 
The multivariate ordered logistic regression analyses seen in Tables 4.6-4.8 indicate 
that organizational size consistently has a negative effect on ability to schedule work, pace 
work, and take time off for family or personal reasons.  This occurs for both male and female 
workers.  Workers in smaller organizations generally retain an advantage in scheduling their 
work.  The only distinction that is not as significant as others is the analysis of flexibility in 
scheduling.  Organizational size has a slight negative effect on flexibility in scheduling 
women. 
Overall, Hypothesis 1 is generally supported by the analyses.  The charts show that 
workers in smaller organizations have more control over their work than those in larger 
organizations for both men and women.  Workers in smaller organizations continue to have 
more control over the content and terms of their work than workers in larger organizations 
even after controlling for other factors in the multivariate models.   
 
DOES ESTABLISHMENT SIZE EXERT LESS INFLUENCE ON JOB 
AUTONOMY IN LATER TIME PERIODS? 
 
As seen in the above section, workers in smaller organizations enjoy an advantage in 
control over the content and terms of their work than workers in larger organizations.  This 
reflects the importance of establishment size on job autonomy.  This advantage, however, 
                                                                                                                                                       
organizations, I will only report on differences between “large” and “small” organizations. 
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 appears to disappear for several measures of control over content and for both genders by 
2002.   
By looking at the figures in Chart 4.1, one can see that there is less variation by either 
gender or organizational size by the latter time periods.  In each instance, the workers with 
the least amount of control over the content of their work, female workers in large 
organizations, improve their levels of control over content significantly over the time period 
of study.   
When looking at the results by year for LOTOFSAY, there is a dip in control over 
content after the economic crises in the mid 1970s.  The charts indicate that with the 
exception of women in larger companies, levels of say at work in 1977, 1991 and 1992 are 
significantly lower than levels in 2002.  While women in larger organizations make 
remarkable improvement until the 1990s in say at work, their levels of say at work plateau by 
1992.  By 2002, workers in larger organizations still have less control over work than 
workers in smaller organizations, mostly as a result of the large improvements for female 
workers in small organizations.   
The trends for FREEDOMHOW are slightly different to those of LOTOFSAY.  For 
workers in large organizations, there is a dip after 1973, but improvement over the 1990s to 
the highest levels of control in 2002.  Workers in smaller organizations exhibit a slightly 
different pattern:  in 1973, they have similar levels of control over their work as their 
counterparts in 2002, with workers in the in-between years having lower levels of job 
autonomy.  One major difference is for women working in large organizations.  These 
women show considerable improvement in freedom over how to do their work after the 
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 1970s.  Multivariate models for each year by gender show a decline in size and significance 
of the coefficient for establishment size for women after 19773.   
With freedom over what to do at work (FREEDOMWHAT), workers in smaller 
organizations continue to have more freedom over what to do at work than workers in larger 
organizations.  The results for responsibility for decision making (RESPDEC) indicate 
improvement by 1997 for all workers, but particularly for females, and workers in large 
organizations.  Women have similar amounts of responsibility as men in the later time 
periods.  In addition, the advantage in responsibility for workers in small organizations 
declines by 2002, likely due to flattened hierarchies and more responsibility for workers in 
large organizations.   
The mean levels of job autonomy generally suggest improvement over the 1980s.  The 
trends for all four of the measures for control over content tell a story of improved control 
over content for workers of all sizes of organization over the 1980s and 1990s.  Due to 
having limited data for the 1980s, we can’t precisely pinpoint that the improvement occurred 
mainly during one decade or the other, but we can infer from the trends of all the other runs 
that the improvement in control over content in work likely occurred over the 1990s.   
Chart 4.4 shows changes over time in control over terms of work by organizational 
size.  There is not very much support for the declining significance of organizational size 
over time for control over terms.  The findings below will be presented by measure. 
The results for FLEXFAM indicate that there are some differences by organizational 
size over time.  Male workers in all sized organizations in 1977 have significantly more 
flexibility for family purposes than males in all sized organizations in 1997 or 2002.  
Meanwhile, female workers in smaller organizations retain fairly consistent levels of 
                                                 
3 Analyses not shown here for ease of presentation. 
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 autonomy over the period of study.  Female workers in larger organizations in 1977 have 
more autonomy than female workers in larger organizations in 2002.  These results show the 
particular difficulty men in small organizations and all workers in larger organizations had in 
their ability to take time off for personal reasons with the time pressures inherent in the 
workplace in the late 1990s/early 2000s. 
The ability to decide when to take breaks (DECBREAK) increased for all workers from 
1977 to 1997, but remained consistent from 1997 to 2002.  The effect of organizational size 
on DECBREAK does not appear to weaken substantially in the 1990s: there are still 
distinctions among workers by organization.  There is, however, a narrowing of the gender 
gap in deciding breaks within large organizations.  Women gain equal ability to control when 
to take breaks as men in larger organizations by 1997. 
 While the results above show some very limited support for a slight decline in 
importance of organizational size on job autonomy, the results for flexibility in scheduling 
(FLEXSCH) seen in Chart 4.4 show drastic improvement in flexibility for worker in smaller 
organizations, indicating that organizational size becomes ever more important for flexibility 
at work.  Women and men in smaller organizations gain in flexibility in scheduling over the 
1990s while only men in larger organizations gain in flexibility at work.  These results 
indicate that workers in larger organizations generally do not achieve significant 
improvements in their ability to control their schedule over the 1990s, even with the rhetoric 
of greater flexibility at work.    
There is only limited support for Hypothesis 2.  There is some solid evidence for 
improvement in control content at work for women in large organizations over this time 
period, though the evidence for improvement over the 1990s is mixed.  Such improvement 
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 helps to reduce the effect of establishment size for FREEDOMHOW over time for women, 
but not for LOTOFSAY.  Organizational size continues to make a difference in control over 
terms of work, and even appears to increase in importance with regards to flexibility at work.  
Males and females in smaller organizations gain advantages in flexibility in scheduling at 
work over workers in larger organizations while women in smaller organizations retain their 
ability to take time off for family and personal reasons, even as all other workers decline in 
this ability over the course of study. 
 
DO SUPERVISORS HAVE MORE CONTROL OVER CONTENT AND 
TERMS THAN NON-SUPERVISORS? 
 
In general, supervisors have greater levels of job autonomy than non-supervisors.  
There are, however, nuances in these relationships for control over the terms of work that 
indicate that the advantage in control over content that supervisors enjoy does not always 
apply for control over terms of work.   
Chart 4.2 shows control over content of work by authority position and gender over 
time.  The greater amount of supervisory authority that a worker has leads to greater amounts 
of control over the content of their work.  Workers with more authority in an organization 
have more control over the content of their work.  The people with the most authority, those 
who are supervisors without being supervisees (Bosses), have more control over content than 
those who are middle managers.  In turn, middle managers have more control over the 
content of their work than people who are supervisees4.  Moreover, position appears to 
                                                 
4 Note that people whose responses indicated that they were neither supervisors nor supervisees were classified 
under “Other”.  These workers included a fair variety of workers, including those who were self-employed.  
These workers should theoretically have more autonomy than supervisees because they do not have anyone who 
clearly directs their work.  By most counts for control over content, they do.  For the purposes of this 
discussion, I will focus on workers within a hierarchy. 
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 matter more than gender with respect to differences in control over content of work.  For 
instance, male and female bosses have amounts of control over content of their work that are 
not statistically significantly different than one another.  In addition, both male and female 
middle managers generally display greater levels of control over content than any 
supervisees.  These patterns are very clear for freedom over what to do at work 
(FREEDOMWHAT) and responsibility for decision making at work (RESPDEC).  Freedom 
over how to do work (FREEDOMHOW) also displays these patterns, despite the 1973 dip in 
autonomy for female Bosses.  The figure for say at work (LOTOFSAY) shows a slightly 
different pattern than the other measures, particularly for the years before 1991.  In these 
cases, while supervisees clearly had less autonomy than supervisors, there were not sharp 
differences between sole-supervisors and middle managers.    
The multivariate analyses (Tables 4.2-4.5) for control over content bear out some of the 
differences seen in the zero-order relationships described above.  A clear advantage in 
control over content emerges between bosses and middle managers.  While middle managers 
often are roughly twice as likely to be in a higher category of control over content as 
supervisees, the advantage of being a boss is always greater than that of middle managers.  
For instance, in Table 4.2A, middle managers are 2.62 times as likely to be in a higher 
category of say at work while bosses are 3.21 times as likely to be in a higher category of say 
at work.  Table 4.2B shows similar advantages among female workers.  The only measure 
that does not clearly show this pattern of increased control over content with increased levels 
of supervisory authority is for responsibility at work.  Tables 4.5A and 4.5B show that both 
males and females with supervisory authority have more responsibility than supervisees, but 
the distinctions between middle managers and bosses are not as substantial.  This result may 
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 be indicative of the increased expectation of participation at work and flattened hierarchies 
over the 1990s, as we see differences among all workers with authority decline by the late 
1990s (see Chart 4.2).      
While those with some authority generally have more control over the content of their 
work than those without authority, the advantage of authority does not consistently hold for 
control over terms of work.  Chart 4.5 shows the relationships between supervisory authority, 
gender and time for three main measures of control over terms of work.  The results for 
flexibility in scheduling (FLEXSCH) show a very clear relationship between authority and 
control over terms.  Workers with more supervisory authority at work are more likely to be 
able to schedule their hours than workers without supervisory authority.   
While we see clear distinctions by authority for flexibility in scheduling, we see a 
different picture for ability to take time off for family or personal reasons (FLEXFAM).  The 
figure for FLEXFAM found in Chart 4.5 does not indicate a clear relationship between 
authority and ability to take time off for family or personal reasons.  The multivariate 
analyses for flexibility for family or personal reasons found in Table 4.6A show that among 
males, middle managers and bosses had similar ability to take time off for family and 
personal reasons as supervisees.  Table 4.6B shows that among females, though bosses had 
greater ability to take time off for family or personal reasons than supervisees, middle 
managers had similar ability to take time off for family or personal reasons as supervisees.  
These findings show that taking time off of work for family or personal reasons generally is 
not easier to do for those in authority. 
Gender distinctions emerge when looking at the multivariate results for terms of work.  
Female bosses are able to take advantage of their structural position, and actually have 
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 significantly more flexibility for family (FLEXFAM) than male bosses after controlling for 
other factors.  This finding indicates that if women have positions of authority, but have no 
supervisors, then they are able to take advantage of their position and take time off for 
family.  This stands in stark contrast to highly educated women, who continue to have less 
flexibility in scheduling than highly educated men, even after controlling for industrial and 
organizational structural characteristics.  These findings indicate the particular strength of the 
structural relationship for authority and flexibility, and gives support for arguments that note 
that different representation in positions with supervisory authority explains differences 
between men and women in job autonomy, as found in Adler’s (1993) research.  The results 
for deciding breaks also show that workers with authority can generally decide on their 
breaks more often than workers without authority, though the most (grad school) and least 
(less than high school) educated women have less ability to take breaks at work than men. 
The support for Hypothesis 3 appears to be strong in some ways, and weak in others.  
Supervisors (middle managers and bosses) of both genders can generally control the content 
of their work more than supervisees.  In addition, supervisors retain an advantage over 
supervisees in ability to have flexibility in scheduling at work.  However, this advantage is 
not seen for the ability to take time off for family or personal reasons.  Workers with 
authority have similar ability to take time off for family or personal reasons as those without 
authority.   
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 DO SELF-EMPLOYED WORKERS HAVE GREATER CONTROL 
OVER THE CONTENT OF THEIR WORK THAN EMPLOYEES? 
 
Chart 4.3 shows control over content of work by self-employment status.  From the 
figures on this chart, one can clearly see that self-employment status has a fairly strong effect 
on control over content of work: self-employed workers have more control over the content 
of their work than employees.  The findings are consistent and highly significant over each 
time period.  These findings remain in the multivariate models after other factors are 
included in the model (see Tables 4.2-4.5), and are consistent among men and women.  The 
advantage in control over content over employees ranges from twice to five times more 
likely.  In addition, these trends show the strong importance of self-employment over gender 
in control over content of work.  When only looking at self-employed workers, or only 
looking at employees in Chart 4.3, there are very limited differences between men and 
women in their levels of control over content of work. 
Chart 4.6 shows the trends for control over terms of work over time by gender and self-
employment status5.  Similar to the findings for supervisory authority, self-employment 
status generally has a significant relationship with deciding breaks and flexibility in 
scheduling, but not with flexibility for family and personal reasons. 
Self-employed workers generally have greater control over deciding breaks at work and 
scheduling their hours.  They have substantially greater control over terms than employees 
over the course of study, as seen in Chart 4.6 and Tables 4.7-4.8.  This is particularly clear 
for flexibility in scheduling, in which both male and female self-employed workers sustain a 
1.3 point advantage in the mean levels of flexibility at work over employees. 
                                                 
5 The NSCW in 1997 did not ask self-employed workers the question for the measure FLEXFAM. 
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 The results for flexibility for personal reasons remain different than the others.  In 
general, self-employed status does not give an advantage in taking time off for personal or 
family reasons.  This is seen in both the figure in Chart 4.6 and the multivariate analyses in 
Tables 4.6A and 4.6B.  This finding is likely due to the nature of self-employed work and its 
reliance on clients and customers for dictating hours of work.  Another important distinction 
between self-employed and employees with respect to FLEXFAM worthy of note is the issue 
of gender.  The results show that inequality by gender persists among employees, but not 
among those that are self-employed.  This further substantiates the primacy of self-
employment status over gender when it comes to issues of job autonomy.     
For the most part, the support for Hypothesis 4 is rather strong: self-employed workers 
generally have more control over the content of their work than employees.  The findings for 
self-employed workers for terms of work operate slightly differently because of the 
differences in taking time off for family or personal reasons.  For this measure, there are no 
differences by self-employment status, and among the self-employed, no differences by 
gender.   
 
HAVE CHANGES IN AUTHORITY AT WORK DECREASED THE 
ADVANTAGE OF CONTROL OVER CONTENT AND TERMS FOR 
SUPERVISORS? 
 
Charts 4.2 and 4.5 address the issue of change over time.  Some of this analysis has 
been described already under Hypothesis 3.  To sum up the results from above: middle 
managers and bosses generally have more control over the content of their work than 
supervisees.  The other main finding that will be detailed below is the increase in job 
autonomy for supervisees and female employees over the course of this study. 
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 Supervisees generally showed improvement over the time period of study.  While 
female supervisees after 1977 have similar amounts of say over their work as female 
supervisees in 2002, there was a solid improvement for male supervisees over the 1990s for 
LOTOFSAY.  Supervisees particularly raised their levels of freedom over how they do their 
work over the 1990s.  Freedom over what to do at work and responsibility for decision 
making showed significant improvement for supervisees from 1977 to 1997.  This stands in 
contrast to the lack of improvement in FREEDOMHOW for female middle managers or 
bosses over a similar time period.  
For control over terms of work, there are clear improvements for supervisees, 
particularly female supervisees.  Female supervisees improved during each time period for 
two measures (FLEXSCH and DECBREAK), and remained steady as other groups declined 
for FLEXFAM.   
One of the more striking findings with respect to authority and change over time is with 
the ability to take time off of work for family or personal reasons.  Chart 4.5 shows the 
drastic decline in ability for most workers with supervisory authority to take time off for 
family or personal reasons.  This is particularly noticeable for male bosses and female middle 
managers.  Male bosses clearly had the highest ability to take time off for family or personal 
reasons in 1977.  Their ability dropped precipitously from 1997 to 2002 to the point where 
only female middle managers had less ability to take time off for personal or family 
purposes.  Female middle managers fell significantly at each time period so that they went 
from having the highest mean level of control among female workers in 1977 to the lowest 
mean level of control among female workers in 2002.  These results indicate the growing 
importance of spending face time at work for these workers in a period of growing working 
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 hours and competition among these workers.  It is important to note here that female bosses 
retain consistently high levels of taking time off for family or personal reasons.  This finding 
is in contrast to the issues found in Competing Devotions. 
Taken together, the evidence for Hypothesis 6 appears as though supervisees are 
improving their levels of job autonomy while bosses are not improving their levels of job 
autonomy as much.  Even though there are still significant differences between bosses and 
supervisees in job autonomy, these findings indicate a narrowing of the differences between 
bosses and supervisees, mainly as a result of improvements for supervisees rather than a 
decline for workers with the most authority.  Coupled with the findings that female 
employees (as opposed to female self-employed) also have made improvements over this 
time period indicates a slight movement towards greater equality in job autonomy in the 
workplace. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Organizational factors such as size, supervisory authority, and self-employment have 
influences on control over both content and terms of work consistent with several of the 
hypotheses above.  In general, small is indeed beautiful for a worker’s ability to control the 
content of their work.  Authority in terms of either supervisory authority or self-employment 
is a significant predictor for control over the content of work: those with authority have 
greater control over the content of their work.  However, while supervisors generally have 
more control over the content of their work than supervisees, they do not retain this 
advantage for taking time off for personal or family reasons.  Finally, levels of job autonomy 
have increased for workers, particularly for female supervisees.  The changes in job 
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 autonomy over time are partially a result of the changes in organizational influences over this 
time period.   
The following discussion will separate control over content from control over terms of 
work. 
 
CONTROL OVER CONTENT 
 
The influence of size of organizations on control over content has not changed 
drastically over time.  Small organizations continue to provide their workers with more 
control over both the content and terms of their work than large organizations.  While larger 
organizations provide an environment that generally limits control over content for workers, 
there is evidence that larger organizations are allowing their workers greater control over 
content in 2002 than ever before.  This increase in control over content in the 1990s can be 
seen for workers in smaller organizations, as well, mitigating the expected results for 
Hypothesis 2.   
There is some limited evidence of post-Fordism in the results for responsibility for 
decision making in large organizations.  The analyses show that responsibility for decision 
making does not vary significantly by size by the later periods of study.  This shows that 
workers in larger organizations are better able to have responsibility at work, perhaps as a 
result of the newer control practices at work that have flattened hierarchies and require 
workers to take greater responsibility at work.   
There is some evidence of a narrowing in the gender gap between men and women in 
larger organizational contexts.  By 2002, women in large organizations had similar amounts 
of freedom over how to do work and responsibility at work as men in large organizations.  
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 For instance, women and men in large organizations had similar amounts of freedom over 
how to do their work and responsibility for decision making at work by the 1990s.  While 
women in large organizations still have the lowest levels of job autonomy of any 
gender/organizational size category, they have improved the most over the course of the 
study.  Some of these changes are a result of greater representation in positions of authority.  
While percentages of women in middle manager positions remained consistent over the 
period of study, percentages of women that were bosses increased over the period of study6. 
Workers with supervisory authority at work and more authority through self-
employment status enjoyed greater control over the content of their work than supervisees 
and employees respectively.  In general, bosses, middle-managers and self-employed people 
had more control over their content than those with less authority.  Middle managers always 
had more control over the content of their work than supervisees, despite supervisees’ 
increases of control over the period of study.  While there were gender differences in control 
over content across all workers, within levels of authority, gender differences tended to 
evaporate.  These findings confirm the importance of position of authority mattering more 
than one’s gender in establishing control over content.    
One of the clear stories is the improvement in control over content of work for women.  
There were several concurrent trends that show overall improvement for female workers over 
the period of study.  Female workers in small and large organizations gained control over 
their work over this time period, as did female supervisees and middle-managers.  Finally, 
while self-employed women did not gain very much in control over content, women working 
as employees in organizations gained control over the content of their work.  The 
improvement of control over content for female employees is encouraging for ameliorating 
                                                 
6 Found in analyses not reported by author. 
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 inequality in organizations, though the stagnation of improvement in the 1990s in say for 
females in large organizations may give slight cause for concern.  The general improvement 
in control over content for female workers is likely influenced by two major factors: the 
changing nature of work for female supervisees, and the greater educational attainment for 
female workers over this time period.   
The nature of work for female supervisees changed over the latter part of the twentieth 
century.  This had to do with changes in both the skill content of these jobs and the control 
systems utilized in the organizations over this time period.  While occupational sex 
segregation likely decreased over this time period, the fact remains that often, men and 
women work in different jobs.  A particularly salient example of a supervisee occupation in 
large organizations that is traditionally filled by women is a secretary or administrative 
assistant.  The changes in skill content for administrative assistants have been immense due 
the increased computerization of secretarial work.  Since the onset of computers in offices in 
the 1980s and 1990s, secretarial work has been afforded greater variety and an upgrade in 
skill (Levy & Murnane 2004).  As we will see in the next chapter, an upgrade in skill 
required to do a job positively influences the ability to control one’s work.   
Over this period of study, a greater amount and proportion of women earned college 
degrees.  Education is an important factor in ability to control the content of work: those with 
more education have more control over their work (Ross & Reskin 1992, Jaffee 1989, 
leGrand et al. 1994).  Education gives workers greater ability to seek jobs that allow them 
some say or freedom at work.  Even after controlling for other factors, educational attainment 
positively influenced control over content of work for women in this sample of workers from 
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 1969-20027.  As greater proportions of women obtain college degrees, we would expect a 
continuation of the move toward greater equality in control over content of work with men.    
 
CONTROL OVER TERMS 
 
The results found that organizational influences on control over terms of work are very 
similar to the organizational influences on control over content of work.  For the most part, 
those in smaller organizations, and those in positions of authority were better able to control 
the terms of their work than workers in larger organizations and in positions without 
authority.  There are two important findings worthy of discussion from this.  They are the 
partial lack of influence of authority on ability to take time off for family or personal reasons, 
and the inability for workers in large organizations to gain flexibility over the 1990s. 
While position of authority had its predicted negative influence on ability to decide 
breaks at work and flexibility in scheduling, it did not have an influence on ability to take 
time off for family or personal reasons.  Much of the reason why the multivariate analyses 
shown in Tables 4.6A and 4.6B did not show a significant relationship between authority and 
ability to take time off for family or personal reasons was due to the changing nature of time 
commitment in organizations.  In the analyses above, two groups in particular significantly 
lost ability to control their schedules: male bosses, and female middle-managers. 
These findings are consistent with the literature and the context of the flexibility and 
family friendly policies in the 1990s.  As the female labor force participation for women, 
particularly mothers of young children escalated over the period of study, workplaces began 
to develop more family friendly policies.  However, not everyone utilized these family 
                                                 
7 One of the consistent findings in the multivariate runs in this paper and others conducted by the author is that 
females with a Bachelor’s Degree have greater control over content of work. 
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 friendly practices.  Hochschild (1997) found that workers were fearful of using such practices 
due to the perceived and real negative consequences that resulted from taking time off of 
work.  The results from this study indicate a downturn in ability to control the terms work 
from 1977, the only measure of job autonomy that did not increase from 1977 to 1997.  
These indicate that the more ‘flexible’ workplaces that had emerged in the 1990s did not 
necessarily guarantee that workers would be able to take care of family obligations with 
much flexibility.  These trends continue through to 2002, indicating no abatement for these 
workers, and an intensification of work that required greater commitment and hours from 
employees.     
The results reflect pressures on workers in positions of authority to at least appear loyal 
in their actions to the employer rather than their families in the era of managerial and White 
Collar downsizing.  While authority can give workers greater amounts of job autonomy in 
general, this may come at the price of losing ability to escape from work.  This confirms the 
importance of looking at a multidimensional conceptualization of job autonomy.  While the 
workers appear loyal to the organizations in their actions, Blair-Loy and Wharton (2004) find 
that managers and professionals that feel constraints from taking advantage of family flexible 
policies actually display lower organizational commitment.   
While middle managers and other workers decline in family flexibility over the course 
of study, female bosses and female supervisees are the only groups of workers by gender and 
authority position that do not decline in flexibility over the period of study.  In fact, female 
bosses significantly differ from male bosses with regard to taking time off for family or 
personal reasons.  The reasons behind these disparate findings may be quite varied.  For 
female bosses, it is likely that they are able to use their authority in order to take time off.  
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 There are a disproportionately high percentage of female bosses in smaller organizations8.  
Such bosses may have additional advantages in their ability to take time off for family or 
personal reasons because of the size of their firms.  It is also possible that female bosses have 
made the decision to focus primarily on work rather than on family, and thus feel as though 
they can take time adequate time off of work for family.  Balancing the competing devotions 
of work and family has been a vital emergent theme in the work and family literature (for 
example, see Blair-Loy 2003, Hattery 2001).  There are a variety of strategies employed by 
working women to balance the two, and some include focusing mostly on work.  Such 
workers may either be able to take advantage of their position of authority, or feel as though 
they can take sufficient time off for family or personal matters. 
The story for female supervisees without authority in organizations is quite different.  
These workers generally have low levels of job autonomy, and the ability to take time off for 
family or personal reasons is no different.  Their story over the past twenty five years is one 
where they have simply maintained their low levels of control over flexibility for family 
while other workers have sunk in their ability to take time off.  Before one argues that these 
workers may choose these jobs in order to have flexibility for family, they still retain among 
the lowest levels of flexibility among all workers.  One possibility is that the increased 
pressures of time seen in Jacobs and Gerson’s (2004) Time Divide do not apply to 
supervisees, who may not work the long hours that those in authority may, and thus, do not 
lose ability to take time off for family or personal reasons. 
The other important finding regarding control over terms is the issue of flexibility in 
scheduling in the workplaces, and the changes over the 1990s.  Over the 1990s, there was 
rhetoric about the importance of flexible working hours to aid in the work-family balance.  
                                                 
8 Found in analyses conducted by author not reported in chapter. 
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 As mentioned above, Hochschild (1997) studied larger organizations that could institute 
flexible working hours as part of their High Performance Work Practices.  According to the 
analyses in this chapter, it turns out that over the course of the 1990s, it was the smaller 
organizations that took the message of flexibility to heart, and allowed workers not only 
greater amounts of flexibility in scheduling over the 1990s, but also greater amounts of 
flexibility than found for workers within larger organizations.  While larger organizations did 
do a better job in allowing workers flexibility in scheduling over time, the findings from 
Chart 4.4 indicate that these large organizations lagged behind smaller organizations in 
providing flexibility in scheduling.  This result confirms the degree to which smaller 
organizations can provide better job autonomy for workers than larger organizations.  While 
we may expect larger companies to provide better work-family policies due to institutional 
pressures (see Goodstein 1994), it appears as though in practice, workers in smaller 
organizations enjoy an advantage in workplace flexibility. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In short, workers in smaller organizations retain advantages in job autonomy over 
workers in large organizations while workers with authority retain advantages over workers 
without authority.  These relationships generally hold throughout the period of study, but are 
slightly different for flexibility for family purposes.  We do see that there are clear 
improvements for female workers in large organizations and female supervisees over the 
course of study.  Part of the reason why autonomy may change for these workers could be the 
nature of the jobs and occupations within which they work.  This issue will be addressed in 
the following chapter.   
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CHAPTER 5:  OCCUPATIONAL INFLUENCES ON 
JOB AUTONOMY, 1973 TO 2002 
 
The amount of job autonomy an individual possesses at work greatly depends on his 
or her occupation.  The influence of occupational groups on the control over content, and 
to a lesser degree, terms of work at the individual level operates through both skill and 
occupational power.  Skill refers to the complexity of work and autonomy.  Workers in 
occupations that require higher levels of complexity have greater levels of job autonomy 
because their work is not easily judged by outsiders.  Complex work is often associated 
with occupational power.   Occupational power essentially means the ability of an 
occupation (by using material or organizational resources) to defend itself against the 
incursions of others to obtain or maintain advantage in the allocation of income or other 
job rewards (Form & Huber 1976, p. 753).  Occupations with power will be able to 
control resources such as educational attainment required for membership or jurisdiction 
over whom performs work.  Rewards for workers in these powerful occupations are 
increased status, power, and job autonomy.  There are several different mechanisms 
through which occupational power operates on individual job autonomy: through 
professional associations for professional occupations, through organizational assets for 
managerial occupations, and through skilled Blue Collar craft occupations and their 
unions.  In each of these cases, affiliation with the larger occupational group will 
influence the degree of control an individual has over the content of their work.  
This chapter will explore how occupational complexity and power influence job 
autonomy for workers, and how changes in occupational complexity and occupational 
power influence changes in job autonomy for individual workers.  We will first look at 
what an occupation is, and then look in greater detail at how occupational complexity and 
occupational power influence job autonomy, and how this has changed since the early 
1970s. 
 
WHAT IS AN OCCUPATION? 
Along with organizational influences, occupational influences on job autonomy are 
perhaps the other most important work structural influence on one’s ability to control 
their own work.  Occupations are one of the central work structures that organize 
economic activity and influence people’s experience at work.  They are cultural 
constructions based on the structural realities of jobs (Kalleberg & Berg 1987, p. 36).  
Occupations are considered to be sets of activities and tasks in different firms that 
employers and government officials consider to be similar to one another (Tilly & Tilly 
1998, p. 26).  As these occupations are comparable jobs across organizations, they are 
often fairly homogeneous within detailed category.  An example of a detailed occupation 
category is cashier.  Cashiers perform very similar tasks such as collecting money and 
providing change for goods purchased across a variety of firms.  
The next part of this chapter will review the literature for how characteristics of 
occupations such as substantive complexity and power influence job autonomy.  It will 
show that members of occupations with high amounts of substantive complexity, and 
occupations that exert occupational power often have higher autonomy at work than 
workers in occupations that are not very complex or that do not exert occupational power. 
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SKILL AND SUBSTANTIVE COMPLEXITY 
Substantive complexity is traditionally associated with both the concept of skill and 
job autonomy.  Complexity influences one’s ability to control his or her work.  Those in 
occupations with complex operations that require greater educational requirements 
should have more control over the content and perhaps terms of their own work.   
By definition, skill at the occupational level is comprised of substantive complexity 
and job autonomy (Spenner 1983).  Figure 5.1 shows the composition of skill.  
Occupational level skill comprises substantive complexity and job autonomy.  
Substantive complexity refers to the “level, scope, and integration of mental, 
interpersonal, and manipulative tasks in a job.” (Spenner 1983, p. 829).  Kohn (1976, 
p.112) argues that substantive complexity (along with lack of supervision and 
routinization) is perhaps the most important feature of occupational self-direction.  
“Complex work with data or with people- synthesizing or coordinating data, teaching or 
negotiating with people- is especially likely to require initiative, thought, and judgment.”  
(Kohn 1977, p. 140).  The degree of substantive complexity in an occupation will 
influence one’s ability to control his or her own work.  Greater degrees of complexity in 
certain occupations will allow the worker greater discretion over their own work because 
of the difficulties of outside evaluation and lower needs for direct supervision.   
One of the features of Figure 5.1 that needs further explanation is the distinction 
between two levels of analysis.  Occupational level skill is comprised of occupational 
level substantive complexity and individual level job autonomy.  While there are two 
levels of analysis regarding skill and job autonomy, we can measure skill at the level of 
occupation because occupations are aggregations of jobs based largely on skill (Kalleberg 
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& Berg, 1987).  Occupational level skill can influence job autonomy provided the 
occupational level measures are obtained independently of the individual measures 
(Kalleberg & Leicht 1986, p. 279).  In these cases, not only are the measures obtained 
independently of one another, but also occupational level measures causally precede the 
individual level measure of job autonomy. 
Occupations with complex work often organize so they are able to control their own 
work, and thus guard its members from outside evaluation.  In this respect, substantive 
complexity can serve as a basis for social closure by gaining control over their work 
processes, and keeping outsiders from performing these tasks.  Wilensky (1964) notes 
that by definition, professional occupational groups are not given autonomy if the tasks 
they perform are easily placed into routines or protocols.  Such routines or protocols 
could be easily evaluated by outsiders, while occupations with highly complex work may 
necessarily have some processes that outsiders will not be able to judge or understand 
(Jamous & Peloille 1970 in Simpson 1985, p. 422).  Occupations with high complexity 
have high indeterminancy/ technicality (I/T) ratios.  This essentially means that the tasks 
involved at work are not easily determined in advance, and thus, are more difficult to 
standardize.  Because the work inherent in such occupations is not routinized, or not 
understood by others, the members in these occupations retain high levels of job 
autonomy in order to complete their work in a relatively unfettered manner (Simpson 
1985, p. 422).  While the above arguments have been generally made to explain the high 
level of job autonomy amongst professionals, this logic can carry through to a wide 
variety of occupations.  For instance, skilled Blue Collar occupations can perform tasks 
that are sufficiently complex for outsiders, thus may have high levels of job autonomy.   
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People that work in more complex occupations also can have higher job autonomy 
because there are lower needs for direct supervision on the part of the organization.  The 
nature of complex work does not easily lend itself to simple regulation.  For instance, it 
may not be useful or perhaps even feasible in some cases to monitor the work of 
employees that are performing complex operations such as analysis of data or synthesis 
of information as these operations are taking place.  In addition, workers in occupations 
with high complexity often have extensive amounts of higher education and training.  As 
we saw from Chapter 3, more educated workers often have greater amounts of autonomy 
at work than other workers.   
In short, members of occupations that have highly complex work will have more 
control over the content of their work than members of occupations with less complex 
work because their work will be less likely to be codified, judged by outsiders, or 
supervised closely.  
 
Hypothesis 1:  Workers in more complex occupations will have higher levels of 
control over the content of work than workers in less complex occupations. 
 
CHANGES IN COMPLEXITY 
 
The past twenty-nine years have seen changes in the skill mix for various 
occupations.  Different analysts have argued that there has been either a deskilling or an 
upgrading of skills at work.   
A central work that focuses on the deskilling of work is Braverman’s (1974) classic 
Labor and Monopoly Capital.  In his book, Braverman argues that since the inception of 
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machines into the workplace, capitalists have succeeded in breaking work down into 
simple components that are easier to perform for workers and easier to control and 
cheaper to hire for employers.  This deskilling of work gives the owner or manager 
control over the tasks that a worker accomplishes.  Since Braverman’s study, there have 
been many studies that have analyzed the onset of computers in the workforce, and come 
to similar conclusions.  For instance, Garson’s (1988) electronic sweatshop portrayed 
several cases where formerly skilled work in such industries as real estate and financial 
services was deskilled as a result of computerization in the workplace.  Workers in these 
firms no longer had to rely on their expertise as computers utilized complex mathematical 
operations in effect to control the work of these analysts.  Ritzer’s (2000) 
McDonaldization thesis details many examples of nonhuman controls limiting worker 
discretion over their tasks not only in fast food restaurants, but in other workplaces as 
well. 
On the other hand, several analysts argue that there has been an upgrading of skills 
over this time period.  While some tasks within occupations have been routinized or 
eliminated, the tasks that remain can be generally more complex and interesting for the 
worker.  For instance, the onset of computer tax programs has eliminated some routine 
work for accountants.  However, the cases that can not be completed by computer 
programs are more complex in nature, require analysis, and require higher skill levels at 
work.  Handel (2003) notes that job skills have steadily but modestly increased since the 
early 1970s.  Autor, Levy and Murnane (2003) echo Handel’s assessment, and note that 
there has been a greater need to complete non-routine cognitive tasks such as analysis as 
a result of the increase of computerization in the workplace.  Einaudi (2001) finds that 
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computerization can be both helpful and harmful for job autonomy.  Computerization can 
be helpful in that mere use of computers increases job autonomy, but harmful in that use 
of computers as monitoring devices can decrease job autonomy for workers (Einaudi 
2001).  
While there is solid evidence that there are increases in complexity requirements for 
some jobs as a result of computerization, the evidence regarding the influence of 
computers on job autonomy is mixed.  On the one hand, the above studies found a 
positive relationship between complexity and job autonomy.  On the other hand, there 
have been examples where increases in complexity as a result of technology for different 
workers in different industries did not clearly lead to an increase in job autonomy.  In her 
review of the effects of computerization in the workplace, Burris (1998, p.148) lists 
several examples from a variety of industries and occupations where an increase in 
required job skills does not come with a commensurate increase in job autonomy for the 
worker.  For instance, Vallas & Beck (1996) found that workers in paper mills did not 
have increased job autonomy after computerization.  In these cases, it is not clear that 
computerization itself leads to an increase in the job autonomy of the worker. 
Another factor related to the changing relationship between complexity and control 
over content of work is the issue of flattened hierarchies.  While greater functional 
flexibility and flattened hierarchies are organizational features, the implications for these 
have direct effects on the complexity of work for workers across a variety of occupations.  
For instance, the reduction in these hierarchies in organizations that utilize High 
Performance Work Practices have allowed workers in semi-skilled blue collar positions 
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less supervision, thus allowing these workers greater control over the content of their 
work. 
On balance, it appears as though there has been a moderate increase of skill 
requirements for many occupations over the period of study, and this should lead to 
greater amounts of control over content for workers over the period of study.   
 
Hypothesis 2:  Job autonomy will increase over the period of study as a result of 
increasing complexity requirements in jobs. 
 
There are other occupational factors beyond complexity that influence a workers’ 
ability to control their own work.  Such factors may differ by occupation, and 
collectively, can be considered forms of occupational power.  Below, I will discuss 
different variants of occupational power, and how occupational power influences job 
autonomy. 
 
OCCUPATIONAL POWER 
Occupational power is another important characteristic of occupations that will 
determine distinction in job rewards.  As mentioned earlier, occupational power is the 
ability of an occupation to defend itself against the incursions of others to obtain or 
maintain advantage in the allocation of income or other job rewards (Form & Huber 
1976, p. 753).  This ability for an occupation to maintain advantage is based on the ability 
of the occupational group to control resources such as skill, authority and property 
(Treiman 1977).  Since control over these resources is the basis for occupational power, a 
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brief discussion of each of these resources and how some occupational groups retain 
power will be outlined below. 
One method through which occupational power can be achieved is winning and 
then maintaining jurisdiction over tasks.  Abbott (1988, ch. 4) argues that professional 
groups retain occupational power through guarding jurisdiction over their tasks within a 
division of labor.  For instance, in the industry of healthcare, physicians are a powerful 
occupational group because they fiercely guard jurisdiction over the diagnosis and 
treatment of illness in the United States.  
Blue Collar occupations that have craft unions also retain power over the resource 
of labor for certain types of work.  They can achieve this control by requiring that only 
union members carry out tasks in certain occupational fields.  The power inherent in 
these occupational groups can be seen in the degree to which these more skilled Blue 
Collar workers have control over the market for their tasks.  These workers have been 
referred to as ‘Blue Collar Elite” (Goldthorpe 1987).  For instance, in a particular labor 
market, if plumbing work must only be carried out by a union plumber, then the 
plumbing occupational group retains occupational power.  This occupational power 
would theoretically allow members to have greater amounts of job autonomy than 
workers in other Blue Collar occupational groups that do not have such occupational 
power. 
Authority can also be considered an important resource that different occupational 
groups retain.  As we saw in the organizational chapter, those that have supervisory roles 
in organizations retain authority in their jobs by dint of their organizational assets.  
Members in the aggregated occupational group of Executive, Managers, and 
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Administrators retain a degree of both organizational assets and authority at work.  Such 
authority not only gives these workers power at work, but also allows them the ability to 
control their work. 
  
POWER AS SOCIAL CLASS 
 
As alluded to above, occupational power can loosely serve as the distinction for 
class location.  Workers in occupations with greater amounts of power generally have 
higher levels of job rewards than workers in occupations with lower amounts of power.  
Such workers enjoy privilege and prestige in society (Treiman 1977). 
Occupational groupings are central to sociological analyses regarding social 
stratification and class location.  Studies in stratification that utilize occupational 
groupings stand in contrast to studies that focus on relations regarding the means of 
production, such as those found in the Marxian tradition.  These studies are considered to 
be in the Weberian tradition because they focus on how occupational groups serve as 
markers that delineate groups of people whose members share similar working 
conditions, job rewards, and life chances.  Selected aggregated groups of occupations can 
serve as markers of distinction for social class.  John Goldthorpe’s analyses of British 
workers serve as the clearest example of this type of work.  Goldthorpe (1987) argues 
that in Great Britain, there are seven distinct aggregated categories of occupations that 
workers can be classified within.  People will be sorted into social class positions based 
on their occupation.  The aggregated occupational groups mentioned above represent 
examples of workers in distinct detailed occupational groups that share a lot in common 
with others in their aggregated occupational group.  Workers in aggregated occupational 
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groups under this schema will have the same class status as one another.  These 
aggregated occupational groups are relationally different to one another: groups have 
different economic resources and assets than one another.  Aggregated occupational 
groups with occupations that retain greater degrees of occupational power, such as 
EMAs, Professionals and comparatively speaking, Skilled Blue Collar occupational 
groups will have positions of higher status and privilege than other aggregated 
occupational groups.  These markers of status are also indicative of distinctions in control 
over work: workers of higher status have more control over their work than workers of 
lower status. 
Not everyone agrees with the use of aggregated groups of occupations as reflective 
of social class.  Some of the new social stratification literature that focuses on 
occupational groups puts the focus on individual occupations rather than aggregated 
occupational groups.  For instance, Kim Weeden and David Grusky (2005) explain that 
the aggregated occupational groups utilized by Goldthrope were outdated and not 
reflective of the distinctions that exist closer to the site of production.  Instead, they argue 
for the importance of detailed, ‘disaggregated’ occupations as markers of class, with 126 
distinct occupations in the occupational structure.  They find that use of such a detailed 
occupational map better explained the variation seen in a wide variety of outcomes across 
life chances, political beliefs, and consumption patterns (Weeden & Grusky 2005).   
Regardless of degree of aggregation, workers in occupations with greater amounts 
of power will have greater amounts of control over their work.  Below, I will detail 
mechanisms through which these occupational groups retain their power by looking at the 
following aggregated occupational groups: Professionals, Managers, Blue Collar and 
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Service.  I will focus on these four aggregated occupational groups because of their 
relation to the concepts already mentioned above.  Professional occupations often are 
very highly complex and retain power through guarding jurisdiction of their tasks.  
Managerial occupations are also often highly complex, and retain occupational power by 
dint of their place in the division of labor within organizations.  Finally, the changes in 
the social organization of work since the early 1970s have influenced the complexity of 
work in Blue Collar occupations, and have increased the percentage of people employed 
in Service occupations.  
CONTROL OVER PROFESSIONAL WORK 
At the occupational level, professional occupations often control the content of their 
own work.  As a result of this power at the occupational level, individual members of 
these occupational groups will themselves enjoy job autonomy over their own work.   
One of the central arguments of the professions literature is that control over work 
is the most crucial component of what makes a ‘profession’ distinct from other 
occupational groups.  Professions theorists all note that legitimate, organized autonomy is 
one of the most important aspects that make an occupational group a profession (Freidson 
1970 Ch. 4; Abbott 1988).  Such occupational groups retain power and authority in their 
fields by maintaining their jurisdiction over their tasks and theoretical knowledge through 
licensing, rigorous training, and preventing outsiders to judge their work (Abbott 1988).  
The nature of professional work may require peer control because of the advanced 
technical nature of the tasks involved, and low degree to which outsiders can understand 
and evaluate the quality of performance of these tasks.     
212 
Part of the reason why individual members of professional groups retain autonomy 
over their own work is due to the nature of occupational control in professions.  
Occupational control in professions serves to keep outsiders from practicing, but allows 
more job autonomy for its members.  Through use of licensing, gatekeepers of 
professional training and credential granting can assure a degree of competence among its 
members.  Once members gain licensing or full privileges as a result of membership 
within a professional occupational group, they are often given a substantial amount of job 
autonomy over their work because their work is regulated by their peers, and not by 
outsiders.  Peer control is often nominal at best, it allows workers to ‘live and let live’ 
(Simpson 1985).  Thus, individual professionals generally allow others within their 
occupation to perform their work with a minimum of oversight.   
In short, control over content is a central component of what distinguishes 
professional occupations from other occupations.  As a result, members of occupational 
groups with high levels of control over content of work will have control over the content 
of their work. 
  
Hypothesis 3:  Professionals will have more control over content than non-
professional workers. 
 
The literature on professions has focused mostly on the control over the content of 
work at the occupational level rather than the issues of control over terms or flexibility.  
This is because flexibility at work may vary widely among professionals in different 
organizational contexts, and thus, is not as important of a defining characteristic of 
professional control as control over the substantive content of work.  In fact, some of the 
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contention in the 1980s amongst the professions theorists partly rooted from this 
distinction between control over content and terms of work at the occupational level.  
Proletarianization and corporatization theories both tried to demonstrate that 
organizational settings induce worse outcomes for individual physicians, including 
decreased job autonomy (McKinlay & Arches 1985, McKinlay & Stoeckle 1988).  
Freidson (1986) argued that as long as the occupational group retained control over the 
content of work, then professions could not be in a decline, regardless of the degree to 
which occupational groups or individual professionals lose control over the terms of 
work.  Provided the occupational group and individual professionals are able to control 
the substance of their work, professional groups will retain power.  Thus, control over 
terms of work would be considered a periphery matter for professionals.  
Professionals do not necessarily have higher control over terms than other 
occupational groups.  In fact, women in professional occupations have a particularly 
difficult time controlling their hours and schedules.  Part of this is due to the types of jobs 
that females who are professionals generally work in.  Traditionally, the two professional 
occupations with the greatest representation of females are nursing and teaching.  These 
occupations generally do not allow very much flexibility with respect to scheduling or 
deciding breaks at work due to both the nature of the work and the lower position of these 
occupations on the division of labor within their particular fields (healthcare and 
education, respectively).  The actual work shifts that these professional workers conduct 
are often fixed in nature with little flexibility, particularly for school teachers.  These 
occupational groups do not have as much power as other occupational groups (nurses 
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versus physicians, teachers versus administrators), and thus their members are not able to 
gain flexibility as a reward. 
 
Hypothesis 4:  Women in Professional Occupations will have less control over the 
terms of their work than women in other occupations. 
 
OCCUPATIONAL POWER AND MANAGERS  
The occupational group of Executives, Managers, and Administrators is in a unique 
position with respect to both organizational assets and job autonomy.  The very nature of 
work in this occupational group requires that individuals who are members of this 
occupational group retain some degree of organizational assets.  Organizational assets 
allow workers to parlay their integral position in the organizational division of labor and 
expertise within organizations into greater amounts of job autonomy.  The occupational 
group of EMAs will have greater job autonomy than other occupational groups. 
As expressed in the organizational chapter, organizational assets allow individuals 
to have greater amounts of control over their work.  Organizational assets are productive 
resources that emerge as a result of coordination and cooperation among producers in a 
complex division of labor (Wright 1985, p. 79).  Owners, managers, and those with 
supervisory authority have these resources.  Those with organizational assets at work 
have power at work.  Their power can be seen in the ability to coordinate decision 
making over a complex technical division of labor, and the ability to control work 
(Wright 1985, p.80).  Organizational assets are more than mere skills associated with a 
managerial occupational group.  Such assets may be firm-specific in nature.  In addition, 
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these assets are not just a proxy for skill and experience because managers reap greater 
rewards on top of simply skill and experience (Wright 1985, p. 93).  
People in managerial occupations have a degree of organizational assets by dint of 
their occupational affiliation.  Management occupations by their very nature require that 
the individual have some degree of organizational assets as a feature of the job.  While 
occupations within the Executive, Managers and Administrators category do not 
necessarily act as unified occupations as professions do, each occupational group within 
this category has members with power at work.   
 
OCCUPATIONAL POWER AND BLUE COLLAR CRAFT OCCUPATIONS 
Blue Collar work does not retain nearly as much occupational power as managers 
and professionals.  There are, however, distinctions in occupational power among Blue 
Collar workers.  In particular, workers in skilled Blue Collar craft occupations generally 
have greater occupational power than workers in other Blue Collar occupations due to 
restriction of supply and less supervision.  Workers in skilled Blue Collar occupations are 
more likely to be organized in craft unions, which can restrict supply of workers within 
local labor markets.  This allows the individual workers greater power, which in turn 
would allow greater ability to control one’s own work.  On the other hand, a general 
finding of the job autonomy literature finds that union workers generally have lower 
levels of job autonomy than non-union workers (Harley 1998; Fenwick & Olsen 1986; 
Dobbin & Boychuk 1999, Boreham 1991).   
In general, workers in Blue Collar craft occupations should have less job autonomy 
than workers in more powerful occupational aggregations such as Managers or 
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Professionals due to their comparative lack of control over resources.  In addition, there 
should be distinction among Blue Collar Occupations by the degree to which they can 
control the resource of skill and labor supply.  Therefore, skilled Blue Collar workers 
should have greater job autonomy than semi-skilled or unskilled Blue Collar workers as 
such workers should be able to better control their work through craft union negotiations. 
 
OCCUPATIONAL POWER AND SERVICE OCCUPATIONS 
An example of an aggregated occupational group that does not have very much 
power is the group of service occupations.  As mentioned above, examples of Service 
occupations are chefs, janitors, and barbers.  These workers generally do not have control 
over resources of a variety of types.  They generally do not have strong occupational 
groups that serve to gain control over work for its members.  Their work is generally low-
skilled, so it is easy to monitor, and has traditionally been able to be routinized.  Finally, 
workers in these occupations generally do not have resources such as organizational 
assets because there are not many routes for advancement for these often secondary labor 
market positions.  In short, we would expect that workers in Service occupations would 
be less able to control their work than workers in other occupational groups that have 
more occupational power. 
Taken together, workers in managerial occupations should have more control over 
their work than workers in other occupations, especially workers in Blue Collar and 
Service occupations.  Managers should also have more control over their work than 
workers in White Collar occupations due to their organizational assets and authority 
within organizations.  The only other occupational group that may have similar levels of 
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control over content of work as managers is professionals, whose occupational power 
was addressed in the section above. 
 
Hypothesis 5A: Workers in EMA occupations will have more control over the 
content of their work than workers in other occupational groups excepting 
Professional occupations. 
 
Hypothesis 5B: Workers in EMA occupations will have more control over the terms 
of their work than workers in all other occupational groups. 
 
Occupational power will exert an influence on a workers ability to control his or her 
own work.  The question now remains: how will changes in occupational power influence 
changes in job autonomy?  The following section will look at how changes in power in 
professional, blue collar, and service occupations have affected job autonomy for 
individual workers. 
 
CHANGE IN OCCUPATIONAL POWER OVER TIME 
 
There have been several changes in the nature of occupational power since the early 
1970s.  Such changes have been at the structural level, and include the declining power of 
professionals, and the bifurcation of working hours and intensity between professionals 
and managers, and other workers.  In addition, over this time period, due to changes in 
the social organization of both Service occupations and Blue Collar occupations, control 
over terms of work has declined for these occupational groups.  The following section 
will detail a few major changes in occupational power over time, and explore the 
implications of these differences on job autonomy for individual workers.  Given the 
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treatment of changing conditions for managers within organizations in Chapter 4, 
changes for managers will not be addressed in this section. 
CHANGES IN OCCUPATIONAL POWER: PROFESSIONALS 
The literature that looks at the power in occupations generally focuses on the most 
powerful occupational groups: the professions.  Over the time period of this study, the 
professions literature has worked to develop theories with regards to the declining power 
of professionals.  Professions theories from the 1980s focused on a different way in 
which professionals, particularly physicians, have lost professional autonomy.  The 
proletarianization (McKinlay and Arches 1985) and corporatization (McKinlay and 
Stoeckle 1988) approaches argue that the organization of professional work changed in 
character from solo practices in the late 1960s to large group practices by the mid 1980s, 
where they continue to practice today.  In each of these approaches, the authors argue that 
physicians and other professionals no longer enjoy higher levels of job autonomy than 
workers in other occupations, and the decreased autonomy at the individual level 
aggregates to decreased autonomy at the occupational level.  In other words- the 
decreased job autonomy for individual physicians is symptomatic of the decreased 
professional autonomy for all physicians.  The proletarianization approach points out that 
professionals serve as workers who do not own the means of production, and thus do not 
retain job autonomy at work.  The corporatization approach incorporates professionals as 
employees in large group practices whose control systems provide limited job autonomy.  
Professional job autonomy is particularly limited today when compared to professional 
job autonomy in the past.  While McKinlay and Stoeckle (1988) provide evidence of 
decreasing job autonomy for physicians, some empirical research has shown that 
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physicians have not lost job autonomy or job satisfaction (Mechanic 1991; Warren, Weitz 
& Kulis 1998).  The countervailing powers perspective looks at how outside groups such 
as organizations, insurers, and the government work to circumvent the dominance held by 
the profession of medicine (Mechanic 1991, Hafferty & Light 1995).  In these cases, 
countervailing powers such as third party payers, corporate purchasers of health care, and 
the government are able to force change in the content of work for physicians through the 
introduction of practice protocols and research into areas of medical effectiveness 
(Hafferty & Light 1995).  This served to limit the job autonomy for professionals. 
 
Hypothesis 6:  Members of professional occupations will no longer retain an 
advantage in control over content than members of other occupational groups in 
later time periods (1990s/2002). 
 
CHANGES IN FLEXIBILITY: SERVICE OCCUPATIONS 
The social organization of service work has changed considerably over the period 
of study.  The proportion of workers working in both service industries and service 
occupations have increased over the period of study, and there has been greater 
movement towards what is known as a ‘24/7’ economy (Presser 2003).  In turn, workers 
in service occupations have not been able to control the scheduling of their work. 
There has been a great growth in the service industry since the early 1970s.  This 
time period has seen the offshoring of manufacturing, and the increase of the labor force 
participation in the service economy.  This increase of positions in the service industry 
can also be seen in the growth of positions that are service occupations.  Service 
occupations have traditionally been positions dealing with personal service industries.  
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Examples of such occupations include most food service occupations, cleaners such as 
janitors, childcare workers, nursing aides, and hairstylists.   
Concurrent with this growth in the service economy has been the increase of female 
labor force participation.  In addition, the economy has intensified so that there has been 
movement towards a ‘24/7 economy’ (Presser 2003).  Presser (2003) argues that changes 
in the economy, demography and technology have led to an increase in working non-
standard hours, including nights and weekends.  Such employment during non-standard 
hours is often not by choice (Presser 2003, Chapter 1).  The requirement of employees to 
work these hours indicates low levels of control over scheduling at work.   
Workers in Service occupations have generally had pretty low levels of 
occupational power.  The occupational groups represented here have traditionally not had 
strong representation with respect to either occupational associations such as professional 
groups or organizational assets as in the case of EMAs.  Even the increasing unionization 
rates of workers in these occupations generally will not help the job autonomy for these 
workers, as unionization is generally associated with lower job autonomy due to its 
additional layer of bureaucracy (Simpson 1985).  With the increased need to cover hours 
for the organizations they work for, workers in Service occupations should lose ability to 
control the scheduling of their work over the period of study. 
 
Hypothesis 7: Workers in Service occupations in later time periods will have less 
control over terms than workers in Service occupations in earlier time periods. 
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CHANGES IN JOB AUTONOMY: BLUE COLLAR OCCUPATIONS 
Blue Collar occupations have also encountered changes over the past twenty-nine 
years with respect to the degree to which workers can control their work.  Greater 
organization in High Performance Work Organizations will allow workers greater 
amounts of control over the content of their work, but will decrease the ability to take 
time off for family or personal reasons.  While those in Blue Collar occupations will not 
have nearly the degree of control over content that those with more occupational power 
(professionals and EMAs) have, they will improve their control over content over the 
period of time due to increased functional flexibility at work.  At the same time, workers 
in Blue Collar occupations will suffer losses in control over terms due to increased 
intensification of hours at work associated with High Performance Work Practices. 
Blue Collar workers have traditionally been a heterogeneous group with respect to 
control over content of work.  The skilled Blue Collar workers in craft occupations have 
generally had a fair share of control over the content of their work while other Blue 
Collar workers in factory settings have been known to have low levels of job autonomy.  
As craft occupations have been deskilled over the period of the twentieth century, there 
may be a decline in control over the content at work.  However, counteracting these 
general changes over the course of the 20th century is the relatively new form of work 
organization known as High Performance Work Practices. 
High Performance Work Practices emerged in response to the increased global 
competition from the 1970s.  American manufacturers began to adopt practices that 
manufacturers in other countries had developed in order to increase productivity at work.  
Japanese models of work organization were among the most popular used.  These forms 
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of work organization give workers greater control over the content of their work in 
exchange for greater commitment to the organization.  Workers in these functionally 
flexible workplaces are expected to work at a variety of different tasks, but are able to 
better control what they do at work because they have increased say over their work tasks 
and practices.  These practices increase the control over the content of work for these 
workers. 
The flip side to this increased control over content for those in Blue Collar 
occupations is a diminishment in control over terms of work.  The work hours in this 
form of standardization are more intense than ever before (Basso 2003).  Not only is the 
work pace faster and more productive, but also the hours are increasingly longer for the 
worker.  Given the loose labor markets that workers in manufacturing industries have 
seen in recent years, the implication of these long hours is that workers are in a sense 
forced to work longer hours in order to stay employed.  Such pressures do not allow the 
worker to have control over the scheduling of their work. 
 
Hypothesis 8A:  Workers in Blue Collar occupations in later time periods will have 
greater control over content than workers in Blue Collar occupations in earlier time 
periods. 
 
Hypothesis 8B:  Workers in Blue Collar occupations will have less control over 
terms in later time periods than in earlier time periods. 
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DATA AND MEASURES 
Table 5.1 shows a list of dependent and occupational measures.  Several measures 
of occupation are utilized in this study.  In order to make comparisons between different 
workers, occupations are aggregated into groups defined by the Census bureau: 
Executives/Administrators/Managers, Professionals, Technical Specialists, Sales 
Workers, Administrative Support/Clerical, Service Occupations, 
Farming/Fishing/Forestry Occupations, Skilled Blue Collar Occupations (Precision 
Production/Craft/Repair), Semi-Skilled Blue Collar Occupations (Operators, 
Transportation/Moving), and Unskilled Blue Collar Occupations (Handlers/Laborers).   
In order to easily compare occupational measures, I utilized the measures from the 
1980 census, as was done by the creators of the General Social Survey.  As the Quality of 
Employment surveys were conducted before the 1980 census, I meticulously assigned 
workers from these surveys occupational categories from 1980.  The National Study for 
the Changing Workforce utilized 1990 census codes for occupations.  Most of these 
occupations clearly matched with the 1980 occupational categories.  Once again, I 
meticulously assigned 1980 occupational categories to those with 1990 occupational 
category data.   
Unfortunately, due to the coding of occupation in the National Study of the 
Changing Workforce for 1992, I am unable to use this year’s data in my analyses.  The 
measure indicating occupation was coded into eight aggregated occupational groups 
rather than by 3 digit code.  Given the requirement to code complexity at the detailed (3 
digit) occupational group, this year’s data as well as several of the analyses that rely on 
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this data (FREEDOMHOW, FLEXSCH, and CHOSESCH) can not be accomplished for 
this chapter. 
In order to see whether occupational complexity affects job autonomy, I use a 
measure of occupational complexity based on the work of a team of MIT economists 
(Autor, Levy & Murnane 2003) and Vaisey (2005).  This measure is based on the three-
digit occupation from 1980, and differs by gender.  Autor. Levy & Murnane (2003) used 
information from the Dictionary of Occupational Titles from 1977 and 1991 to make 
assessments on the GED skill requirements necessary for each occupation.  These 
assessments range from 1 to 6, with lower values indicating lower levels of skill required 
for an occupation.  They estimate values separately for men and women because of 
differing distributions of workers in different occupations and job titles by gender.  
Vaisey (2005) utilized a linear interpolation to extend Autor et al.’s (2003) values from 
1977 and 1991, and assigned different values for skill from 1973-2002 for each 
occupational group that would show appropriate gain or loss in occupational skill.  I am 
using the codes developed by Vaisey (2005) in my analyses.  The name of this variable in 
the regression tables is COMPLEXITY. 
The independent measures utilized in the multivariate ordered logistic regression 
analyses below include: year, race, age, marital relationship status (never been married, 
married, separated/divorced, widowed, cohabiting), children (number of children in 
household, and presence of child under 6 years old), education, organizational tenure, 
part time status, hours worked in main job per week, industry (service, manufacturing, 
other), authority in organization (authorityother, workers without authority, middle 
manager, boss), self-employment status, and organizational size (logged).  Detailed 
225 
treatments of the data and other variables are seen in Chapters 2, 3, and 4 where 
appropriate. 
 
ANALYSES 
In order to determine how complexity and large occupational group membership 
have influenced job autonomy over time, I will present several fairly simple analyses that 
look at how control over content has differed over time by gender for complexity quartile 
(Chart 5.1) and selected occupational group (Chart 5.2), and how control over terms has 
differed over time by gender for complexity quartile (Chart 5.3) and selected 
occupational group (Chart 5.4)1.  The occupational groups of Manager, Professional, 
Service, and Blue Collar are presented in Charts 5.2 and 5.4.  Other occupational groups 
(Technical, White Collar, Farming, Extractive) are not reported here for ease of 
presentation, but are reported in the regression tables.  The multivariate regression 
analyses are ordered logistic regression analyses.  This method works best for outcomes 
that are categorical in nature, and in particular, for variables whose measurement is 
ordinal.  Tables 5.3-5.7 show multivariate models of job autonomy with professionals as 
the reference group while Tables 5.8-5.12 show multivariate models of job autonomy 
with EMAs as the reference group.  Finally, Tables 5.13-5.17 show multivariate models 
of job autonomy with Professionals as the reference group without the covariate of 
occupational complexity.  The results are all broken out by gender because of the 
                                                 
 
1 Quartiles 2 and 3 are omitted from Chart 5.1 for ease of presentation.  The findings for workers in these 
quartiles generally conform to the expected levels: they have less autonomy than workers in quartile 4, 
more autonomy than workers in quartile 1. 
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persistent finding of inequality by gender in the literature on job autonomy mentioned 
above.  Table 5.2 is a summary of results based on the hypotheses above.   
 
 
RESULTS 
DO WORKERS IN OCCUPATIONS THAT HAVE HIGHER LEVELS 
OF COMPLEXITY HAVE GREATER AMOUNTS OF CONTROL 
OVER THE CONTENT OF THEIR WORK? 
 
As expected, workers with greater levels of complexity at work have greater ability 
to control the content of their work.  The analyses below seen in Chart 5.1 and Tables 
5.3-5.5 and Tables 5.8-5.10 show the influences of complexity on control over content.  
Charts 5.1 and 5.3 show the means of job autonomy by complexity quartile, gender and 
time period.  The findings generally show that workers with greater occupational 
complexity have more control over their work.  Tables 5.8-5.10 indicate that complexity 
has an influence on control over content of work, even after considering other 
independent influences.   
According to Chart 5.1, workers with more complexity have greater amounts of 
control over content.  Workers in the Fourth (Top) Quartile have greater amounts of say 
at work than workers in other quartiles.  For instance, workers in the First (Bottom) 
Quartile have levels of say at work that range between 2.09 for women in 1991 to 2.70 
for men in 2002 while workers in the Top Quartile have ranges from 2.82 for women in 
1977 to 3.41 for men in 1973.  The results for freedom at work and responsibility for 
decision making indicate that the best years for workers in the least complex occupational 
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categories are still lower than the worst years for the workers in the most complex 
occupational categories. 
The regression results indicate that complexity has a significant positive effect on 
control over content of work, even after including the range of independent variables.  
According to Tables 5.3 (A&B) and 5.8 (A&B), workers in more complex occupations 
had more say at work than workers in less complex occupations for both male and female 
workers for most time periods.  Male and female workers in more complex occupations 
have greater freedom at work, and female workers in more complex occupations have 
more responsibility for decision making than workers in less complex occupations. 
The results for control over terms also show that workers in more complex 
occupations have higher levels of control over the terms of their work than workers in 
less complex occupations.  Chart 5.3 shows that flexibility in scheduling for family 
purposes (FLEXFAM) differs by complexity of occupation.  Amongst men, while the top 
three quartiles have roughly similar levels of flexibility in scheduling as one another, 
workers in the least complex occupations have the least amount of flexibility.  However, 
when we look at women, women in the most complex occupations tend to have less 
flexibility at work than their counterparts in the third quartile.  Ability to control breaks at 
work (DECBREAK) clearly differs by complexity for both men and women: those in less 
complex occupations are less able to take breaks than workers in higher skilled 
occupations.  Once again, the only exception to this is for the females in the most 
complex fourth quartile: these workers have less ability to control the terms of their work 
than their counterparts in the third quartile.   
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Looking at the regression results for control over terms of work (Tables 5.11 and 
5.12), we find that complexity has a positive influence on both FLEXFAM and 
DECBREAK for both men and women, even after controlling for other influences.   
In short, the results show that complexity does indeed influence both control over 
content and control over terms of work.  Workers in more complex occupations have 
more job autonomy than workers in less complex occupations.   
 
DOES JOB AUTONOMY INCREASE AS A RESULT OF A SKILLS 
UPGRADE AT WORK?   
 
Most of the results show that the influence of complexity on job autonomy becomes 
insignificant at later points in the study.  The t-tests of means show that workers in the 
least complex occupations improve their job autonomy while those in the more complex 
occupations either retain similar levels of job autonomy over the course of study, or have 
lower levels of job autonomy by 2002.  For males, the regression equations lose their 
statistical significance in 2002, giving limited support to the decline of the importance of 
complexity2. 
T-tests analyzing the means shown in Chart 5.1 show that workers from the first 
quartile improve their control over work over the period of study while workers in the 
fourth quartile show little improvement in ability to control work over this time period.  
Workers in the first quartile have more say at work in 2002 than in the years preceding 
                                                 
 
2 Ordered logistic regression analyses by measure, gender and year (ie. LOTOFSAY for Males in 2002) 
were conducted by author, but not reported in order to ease presentation. 
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1991.  The drop in say at work from 1973 to 1977 was particularly strong for the workers 
in the most complex occupations, indicating that the workers in the most complex 
occupations in 1977 had lower amounts of say at work than their counterparts in 2002.  
While there are still distinctions between the complexity quartiles in levels of say at work, 
workers in less complex occupations narrow the gap between their levels of say and those 
of workers in highly complex occupations.   
The results for FREEDOMWHAT indicate that there was strong improvement for 
workers in the lowest two quartiles between 1977 and 1997.  Levels of freedom over 
what one does at work fell between 1997 and 2002 for most workers.  The results for 
RESPDEC indicate that workers from the bottom three quartiles all improved their 
control at work from 1977 to the latter time periods.  Male workers from the top quartile 
did not have significantly different levels of control over the period of study, but women 
in highly complex occupations consistently increased their levels of responsibility for 
decision making over the period of study. 
While the inclusion of complexity in the multivariate equations often explains the 
distinctions by occupation, complexity does not generally have a significant effect on 
control over content when looking at later years under analysis by gender.  For instance, 
complexity does not influence say at work for male workers in 2002, and does not 
significantly influence freedom at work for male and female workers in 1977 or 2002.   
The results generally indicate that the importance of complexity on control over 
content decreases over the period of study.  This is mainly a result of the increases in job 
autonomy for those in less complex occupations coupled with the maintenance or even 
decline in job autonomy for those in the most complex occupations.  
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The relationship between complexity and control over terms seen in Chart 5.3 
indicates that relationship between complexity and control over terms remains strong for 
deciding breaks at work (DECBREAK) while it dissipates for flexibility for family 
purposes (FLEXFAM).  Chart 5.3 shows that all workers increase their ability to decide 
when to take breaks during the day at work from 1977 to 1997.  Complexity continues to 
have a significant relationship here: those in occupations with higher skill requirements 
have greater ability to take breaks at work.  The multivariate regression results also 
indicate that complexity has a significant effect on ability to take breaks at work for both 
genders for all time points.  This finding confirms that the nature of complex work does 
not lead itself towards constant supervision.    
Flexibility for family or personal reasons, on the other hand, does not have a 
continually strong relationship with complexity of occupation.  While in Chart 5.3, we 
see that all male workers in 1977 have greater flexibility than male workers in 2002, we 
do not see as many distinctions directly by complexity when we control for other factors.  
Part of the reason behind this is the steady decline in flexibility for male workers with the 
least complex occupations.  The decline is such that females in the lowest complexity 
quartile occupations have more flexibility in scheduling at work than their male 
counterparts in 2002.  In addition, workers in the most complex occupations generally did 
not have more flexibility at work over time.  As mentioned above, women in the most 
highly complex occupations often had among the lowest levels of flexibility at work.  
This leads to a clouding of the relationship between complexity and flexibility.   
In short, the influence of complexity on control over terms over time is mixed.  For 
flexibility at work, it appears as though occupational complexity does not exert as much 
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influence on job autonomy as it had in the past.  This can partially be explained by the 
increase in job autonomy from those in lesser-skilled occupations.  These lower-skilled 
workers have gained in job autonomy, narrowing the advantage in job autonomy that 
workers in skilled occupations had enjoyed.  While this gap has narrowed, on the whole, 
it appears as though complexity continues to exert influence on one’s ability to control 
his or her own work.  Occupational power may also help to explain control over work 
above and beyond occupational complexity. 
 
DO PROFESSIONAL WORKERS HAVE MORE CONTROL OVER 
CONTENT OF WORK THAN NON-PROFESSIONAL WORKERS? 
 
Chart 5.2 shows the mean levels of control over content of work for each year and 
measure by occupational group and by gender.  In these charts, a comparison was made 
between workers in various occupational groups.  Consistent with Hypothesis 3, 
professional workers generally have more control over their work than all other 
occupational groups with the exception of Executives, Managers, and Administrators.  
This finding, however, will dampen once occupational complexity is considered in the 
analyses. 
The means of control over content by occupational groups, gender, and time from 
Chart 5.2 indicate that compared with each occupational group, Professionals generally 
have greater control over work than all other groups except Executive, Managers and 
Administrators.  The mean levels of say at work for Professional men remain above 3.00 
(which represents “Agree”) for all professionals for each of the years of study.  Workers 
in Service and Blue Collar occupations all have mean levels of say at work that are below 
3.00 at each period of time under study.  Similar patterns hold for the other two measures 
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of control over content.  Professional workers generally have higher levels of control over 
work than all other workers excepting Executives, Managers and Administrators. 
The multivariate regression analyses from Tables 5.13-5.15 focus on the influence 
of occupational group on control over content of work.  With using the comparison 
category as Professionals, we begin to see some nuances in the relationships between 
occupational group and control over work by gender.  Tables 5.13A and 5.13B show the 
ordered logistic regression coefficients for amount of say at work.  Overall, for males and 
females for all years (Models 3 and 4), professionals generally have more say at work 
than workers in all other occupational groups excepting EMAs and workers in extractive 
occupations.  Tables 5.14A and 5.14B also show that professionals have more control 
over the content of their work than other occupational groups, though this is not as clear 
as the results for say at work.  Finally, professional workers have similar amounts of 
responsibility over decisions at work as other occupational groups, but less control than 
their EMA counterparts when independent variables are considered in the analyses. 
When complexity is considered in the analyses seen in Tables 5.3-5.5, a different 
picture emerges.  In fact, workers in professional occupations generally retain only 
limited advantages over a few occupational groups, and even show less control over 
content than other occupational groups besides Executives, Managers and 
Administrators.  For instance, female workers in Service occupations and skilled Blue 
Collar occupations retain more say at work than Professionals once complexity is 
considered.  These findings reinforce the importance of complexity on workers’ ability to 
control the content of their work. 
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Professionals generally retained some advantage in control over content compared 
to workers in other occupational groups, excepting EMAs, even after controlling for other 
independent structural and demographic factors.  Much of the advantage that those in 
Professional occupational groups hold over workers in other occupational groups is a 
result of the complexity required for Professional work.  At this point, it must be 
reiterated that those in ‘Professional’ occupational groups do not refer solely to workers 
in the ‘professions’, and considers other occupational groups that are often considered to 
be in ‘semi-professions’ such as elementary school teaching. 
 
DO FEMALE PROFESSIONALS HAVE LESS CONTROL OVER 
THE TERMS OF THEIR WORK THAN WOMEN IN OTHER 
OCCUPATIONS? 
 
There is evidence that both female and male professional workers have lower 
amounts of control over terms than their counterparts in other occupations.  From the 
bivariate charts, we see that female professional workers have the lowest levels of 
flexibility in taking time off for family or personal reasons of any group.   Female 
professionals also do not hold an advantage in deciding breaks at work.  Amongst 
women, the only occupational groups that have less ability to decide breaks than 
Professionals are Blue Collar workers.  Each of these bivariate results hold up in 
multivariate analyses seen in Tables 5.6B and 5.7B, and show that professional women 
lack control over terms of their work.   
While professional men have greater flexibility vis-à-vis professional women, they 
do not retain any advantage in control over terms of work over any other large 
occupational group among men.  These results can be seen in Tables 5.6A and 5.7A. We 
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see that men in professional occupations have similar amounts of flexibility in scheduling 
for family or personal reasons as other occupations, and less than those in Executive, 
Managers, and Administrator occupations.  We see a slightly different pattern when we 
compare the results for ability to decide breaks at work.  When we do not account for 
occupational complexity, such as in Tables 5.16A and 5.17A, male professionals have 
roughly average levels of control over terms at work. However, once we account for 
complexity, male professionals have less control over the terms of their work than 
workers in many other occupations such as EMA, White Collar and Extractive.   
The results found in Tables 5.6 and 5.7 indicate that there are a substantial amount 
of significant interactions by gender and occupation.  These findings show that there are 
many distinctions between men and women within most occupations in ability to take off 
for family or personal reasons.  Controlling for other factors, women within many 
occupational groups had greater ability to take time off of work compared with men in 
the same occupational category.  This finding is no longer as clear in Tables 5.11 and 
5.12 with EMAs as the reference group.  Taken together, these results reinforce that 
women in professional occupations have an exceptionally difficult time taking off from 
work for family or personal reasons. 
 
DO MANAGERS HAVE MORE CONTROL OVER WORK THAN 
WORKERS IN OTHER OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS? 
 
The results in the above section show clearly that the only group that rivaled and 
even surpassed Professionals with regards to control over content of work were 
Executives, Managers, and Administrators (EMAs).  Below, the results with respect to 
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only EMAs will be summarized to give additional information to the results presented 
above.  These results will show distinctions between EMAs and Professionals. 
The comparison of means from Chart 5.2 indicates that Executive, Managers and 
Administrators had among the highest levels of control over content of work.  The mean 
levels of say at work generally remain above 3.10 for all EMAs for each of the years of 
study.  Other occupational groups have mean levels of say at work that are generally 
below 3.0.  While the actual means and response values are different, similar patterns 
hold for freedom at work and responsibility for decision making: Executives, Managers 
and Administrators generally have higher levels of control over content of work than all 
other workers, including Professionals.   
The multivariate regression results seen in Model 3 in Tables 5.8-5.10 show that 
EMAs enjoy greater amounts of control over the content of their work than other 
occupational groups, especially after accounting for a variety of independent variables 
including occupational complexity.  Amongst males, only those in Extractive occupations 
do not have less say at work than EMAs.  Tables 5.9 and 5.10 show that EMAs generally 
retain an advantage in control over content of work, at least until organizational factors 
are considered in the models.  Once organizational factors are considered in the full 
Model 4, the primacy of the occupational group of managers recedes in favor of authority 
within organizations.  This finding confirms the importance of authority within 
organizations over the primacy of the occupational group of Executive, Manager and 
Administrators.   
Female EMAs still enjoy an advantage over other occupational groups, even if it’s 
not as clear as the advantage their male counterparts enjoy.  Female Professional, 
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Technical, White Collar, and semi-skilled Blue Collar workers have less say at work than 
EMAs while all of the other occupational groups have similar levels as EMAs.  The 
results for freedom over what one does and responsibility in decision making for women 
are almost identical to those of say at work with respect to the influence of occupation:  
Technical and semi-skilled Blue Collar workers have less control than EMAs.  The only 
distinction is that women in Professional and White Collar occupations have similar 
levels of responsibility as EMAs.   
Managers generally have greater amounts of control over terms than their 
counterparts in other occupations.  Both male and female EMAs have significantly 
greater amounts control over breaks at work than most other occupations, and retain only 
advantages over selected occupational groups in taking time off of work for family or 
personal reasons.   
The comparison of means for both FLEXFAM and DECBREAK seen in Chart 5.4 
indicate that all managers generally have greater amounts of control over terms than their 
counterparts.  When other factors are controlled for, managers as an occupational group 
generally retain this advantage.  The results for flexibility for family seen in Table 5.11A 
show that male workers in Professional, Service, and semi-skilled Blue Collar 
occupations have less flexibility at work than male EMAs.  Table 5.11B shows that 
women in Professional, Technical, and Service occupations have less flexibility than 
women in EMA occupations.  The results for deciding breaks seen in Tables 5.12A and 
5.12B show that most workers, with the exception of those in Extractive occupations 
have less ability to take breaks than EMAs.  These results differ only slightly by gender: 
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male White Collar workers and unskilled Blue Collar workers have similar ability to take 
breaks as their male manager counterparts. 
On the whole, the occupational group of Executive, Managers and Administrators 
enjoy greater amounts of job autonomy than their counterparts in other occupations.  This 
finding is fairly consistent for both control over content and control over terms of work.  
While some of the advantage in control over content for EMAs drops once we consider 
factors such as authority within organizations, EMAs retain an advantage in control over 
terms even with organizational factors, and remain the occupational group with 
consistently high levels of job autonomy. 
 
DO PROFESSIONAL WORKERS RETAIN THEIR ADVANTAGE IN 
CONTROL OVER CONTENT OF WORK OVER THE ENTIRE 
PERIOD OF STUDY? 
 
The results indicate that despite the warnings of those decrying the decline of 
professional power in the 1980s, there is not strong evidence of a decline in the amount 
of control for individual professionals over time.  Professionals still retain an advantage 
over many occupational groups in control over content of work in later time periods as 
compared with earlier time periods, but independent variables and complexity better 
explain the differences in control over content than aggregated occupational group 
affiliation.  Below, changes over time will be discussed, and results will be compared 
with and without skill level for the detailed occupational group. 
Chart 5.2 shows the changes in control over content over time for male and female 
workers of varying occupational groups.  There is some evidence that professional 
workers lost say at work for the years following 1973.  Their loss appears to be fairly 
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consistent: both male and female professionals in 1977 and female professionals in 1991 
had lower amounts of say at work than professionals in 2002.  Other occupational groups 
did have lower say at work in 1977 than 2002, but many had similar amounts of say in 
1991 for males or females when compared to 2002.  The results for freedom at work 
show that there were not many distinctions in freedom at work between occupational 
groups over time.  Most occupational groups had consistent levels of freedom of work 
between 1977 and 2002.  The results for responsibility at work show improvement for 
female professionals by 2002.  Female professionals in 1977 and 1997 have lower levels 
of responsibility than female professionals in 2002.  Taken in total, it appears as though 
professionals lost a degree of control over their work after 1973, only to regain similar 
levels of control over the content of their work by the 2002 study.   
The interplay between complexity and professional occupational group comes into 
play for changes over time.  This interplay was hinted at above.  Analyses conducted for 
each measure by year and gender with and without occupational complexity confirm that 
once occupational complexity is considered, distinction between professionals and other 
occupational groups diminish.  This finding is consistent for both males and females.  
Overall, these results appear to indicate that male and female professional workers 
tend to have greater amounts of control over the content of their work than some 
occupational groups.  It appears as though the distinctions between male professionals 
and male Blue Collar workers increase over the period of study.  These changes, 
however, are explained in part by distinctions by occupational complexity.  When 
complexity is controlled for in the multivariate analyses, distinctions between 
occupational groups begin to disappear for both men and women, indicating the 
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importance of complexity for explaining occupational differences in individual workers’ 
job autonomy.   
 
DO WORKERS IN SERVICE OCCUPATIONS HAVE LOWER 
CONTROL OVER WORK OVER TIME? 
 
Workers in Service occupations typically have lower amounts of control over their 
work than workers in other occupations.  While some service workers have higher control 
over content over time, in general, those in Service occupations show a decline in control 
over terms over time. 
Service occupations are one of the few aggregated occupational groups where 
inequality between men and women do not clearly follow the established patterns across 
the occupational structure.  Generally, when looking at workers within an occupational 
aggregation, men have significantly more job autonomy than women.  This is not the case 
among workers in Service occupations.  Chart 5.2 shows that women in Service 
occupations generally have more say and responsibility at work than men in Service 
occupations.  In fact, in 2002, they have significantly more say and responsibility at work 
than men.  This may potentially be reflective of the presence of female entrepreneurs in 
personal service occupations.   
Workers in Service occupations typically have lower amounts of control over both 
content and terms of work compared to other occupational groups.  The results find that 
service occupations remain fairly consistent in control over content of work, and decline 
in control over terms over time for both men and women. 
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According to the bivariate relationships in Chart 5.4, there is not very much change 
in the control over terms of work for those in service occupations.  In fact, while other 
occupational groups lose flexibility for family and gain ability to take breaks, the 
comparison of means indicate that with the exception of female service workers gaining 
the ability to decide when to take breaks at work (DECBREAK) from 1977 to 2002, there 
are no differences in control over terms over time for men and women in Service 
occupations.  However, when we begin to control for independent factors, we see that 
those in service occupations have lower amounts of control over terms vis-à-vis the 
reference group managers.  In multivariate analyses by measure, gender and year not 
reported in this chapter, male and female workers in EMA and service occupations had 
similar amounts of flexibility for family and personal reasons at work in 1977 and 1997.  
In 2002, however, those in service occupations had lower levels of flexibility than those 
in EMA occupations.   
 
DO BLUE COLLAR WORKERS HAVE HIGHER CONTROL OVER 
CONTENT OVER TIME? 
 
There is some evidence that Blue Collar workers have higher control over content 
over time.  Chart 5.2 shows the tables for the means for control over content over time.  
In these tables, we see fairly sharp improvements for Blue Collar workers, particularly 
for females in Blue Collar positions.  This does not obscure the fact that females in Blue 
Collar positions, particularly semi-skilled Blue Collar positions have lower levels of 
control over content than any other workers in other occupational groups, as seen in 
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Tables 5.3 and 5.4.  The improvements for workers in Blue Collar occupations are likely 
due to increased functional flexibility in production.   
   
 
DO BLUE COLLAR WORKERS HAVE LOWER CONTROL OVER 
TERMS OVER TIME? 
 
Blue Collar workers lose control over terms of work over the period of study.  The 
patterns among Blue Collar occupations vary depending on the measure.   
With respect to flexibility, males in Blue Collar occupations have been losing 
ground not only compared to their peers in the past, but also compared with the reference 
group of managers.  Chart 5.2 shows the decline in flexibility for family for Blue Collar 
male workers.  These workers significantly drop at each time period under study: from 
1977 to 1997, and from 1997 to 2002.  This decrease in flexibility for family over time 
for Blue Collar males is also compared with the reference group of managers.  When we 
control for independent structural and demographic factors in detailed analyses of 
FLEXFAM by gender and year, semi-skilled and unskilled Blue Collar male workers 
have significantly lower flexibility than male managers only in 2002, while they have 
equal amounts of flexibility as male managers in both 1977 and 1997.  This may be 
indicative of the increase in High Performance Work Practices for those in semi- and un-
skilled Blue Collar occupations.  
With respect to ability to take breaks at work, a different pattern emerges once 
independent factors are controlled for.  When looking at the bivariate relationships, there 
is a general gain in ability to decide when to take breaks for Blue Collar workers.  
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However, once independent factors are considered in the multivariate relationships, 
skilled blue collar workers lose ability to take breaks vis-à-vis the reference group 
managers in 1997 and 2002 while semi-skilled and unskilled blue collar workers go from 
having significantly less ability to take breaks in 1977 to having similar ability as 
managers to take breaks in 1997 and 2002.   
   
DISCUSSION 
In summary, the results show that complexity and autonomy are related.  Workers 
in more complex occupational groups have greater amounts of control over both content 
and terms of work.  However, the effect of complexity on job autonomy loses some 
significance by 2002 for control over content of work.  In addition, occupational results 
confirm that the levels of control over content for American workers have increased over 
time, but not across all occupational groups.  While Executives, Managers, and 
Administrators (EMAs) and Professionals generally had more control over the content of 
their work than most other occupational groups, there were some improvements in 
control over content of work for some workers, especially those in Blue Collar 
occupations.  Control over terms shows a different story, with professional females 
having the lowest amount of flexibility at work for family and personal reasons over the 
period of study.  Significant changes over the period of study include a decline in 
flexibility for those in Service and Blue Collar occupations.   
 
 
243 
INTERSECTION OF COMPLEXITY AND OCCUPATIONAL 
AGGREGATE 
 
The results indicate that complexity matters greatly for job autonomy, but so does 
occupational power.  Generally, EMAs and Professionals had greater amounts of control 
over the content of their work than members of other occupational aggregates.  These 
advantages generally held over the course of study.  However, when complexity is 
considered at the detailed occupation level, we find that distinctions in autonomy by large 
aggregated occupational groups such as EMAs, Professionals or White Collar workers 
begin to deteriorate.  For instance, the workers in Professional occupations retain their 
advantage in job autonomy mainly due to the complexity of their work.  Thus, the more 
salient finding is that those in more complex occupations have more control over work 
than those in less complex occupations.  This finding reinforces some of the ideas of the 
importance of skill and occupational complexity as a component of ability to control 
work as developed by Kohn (1976).   
Part of the reason why complexity is often more salient than aggregate occupational 
group is due to the nature of the measurement of complexity and occupational group.  
Complexity is measured more precisely than occupational group because it is measured 
by the three-digit occupational code.  This measurement properly distinguishes between 
different complexity levels by detailed occupation.  The complexity variable refines the 
analysis to account for the heterogeneity within large occupational groupings.  For 
instance, among professionals, physicians have greater complexity in their work than 
elementary school teachers.  While it is very useful to look at these more detailed 
occupational groupings, we do see some evidence of the larger aggregate groupings 
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having significant influences on job autonomy.  Such aggregate groupings (Professionals, 
Managers, White Collar, etc..) reinforce ideas of shared statuses and life chances of 
people in similar occupational groups by job autonomy, which was promoted in 
Goldthorpe’s (1980) analysis of British workers.  Distinctions among these aggregated 
occupational groups even when controlling for a more refined factors indicate the 
continued importance of these large groupings.  This runs counter to Weeden and 
Grusky’s (2005) work on the importance of disaggregated occupational groups with 
respect to stratification. 
However, when we consider organizational factors in the model, we find that the 
advantage that workers with EMA occupations had over other workers began to recede.  
This gives credence to the importance of authority within the workplace for job 
autonomy over occupational distinction.  This confirms findings from Adler’s (1993) 
study which argued for the importance of workplace authority on job autonomy.  This 
does not dampen the results of this chapter, but rather it shows the importance of 
organizational factors on job autonomy. 
The influence of complexity on control over content also appears to decrease at the 
end of the period of study.  By 2002, complexity no longer had a significant effect on 
control over work.  In addition, there are mixed results as to whether occupational 
distinctions also began to become less significant.  These findings appear to indicate that 
some of the changes in the workplace began to allow previously lower skilled workers to 
gain more control over their work.  One particular example of this can be seen with 
female White Collar occupations.  A great proportion of these workers served as 
secretaries/ administrative assistants.  Over the period of study, the nature of this work 
245 
changed greatly as a result of increased technology in the workplace.  The addition of 
word processing, fax machines, and email among other innovations required a greater 
amount of ability and task mastery at work for these workers.  In turn, the variety of these 
tasks allowed these workers perhaps to gain greater control over the content of their 
work. 
In short, while complexity appears to explain differences in control over content 
more effectively than aggregate occupational grouping, there are still some persistent 
differences in control over content for people in different occupational groups.  These 
differences can be explained partly by occupational groups’ ability to control resources 
and tasks for their members. 
Control over terms of work operates differently.  The simple analyses from Chapter 
2 noted that there is a decline in control over flexibility in scheduling for family for males 
over the period of study, even with the increase in ability to take breaks at work, and 
some increases in flexibility in scheduling over the 1990s.  This likely was a result of the 
declines in flexibility for male workers in the least complex occupations coupled with the 
low levels of flexibility for women in highly complex occupations.  Males in the least 
skilled occupations are facing workplaces that have required more time out of their 
workers.  Given the shipment offshore of manufacturing over the 1980s, many of the 
most stable low-skill work has become harder to find.  Employers facing a loose labor 
market are able to pick and choose workers that can put in hours that are amenable to the 
organization.  Male workers with low levels of skill and in Service occupations, facing 
fewer alternatives may have to exchange longer hours of work for ability to spend time 
with family. 
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On the other side of the spectrum, female workers in complex occupations and 
professional females often have low levels of flexibility for family purposes while male 
managers are significantly losing this flexibility.  As mentioned above, the nature of 
some of these jobs in teaching and nursing may not allow such great flexibility.  An 
additional possibility is that such women have to put in longer and longer hours not only 
as an occupational prerequisite of sorts, but also because there are expectations from 
employers to do so.  These expectations are also firmly in place for male managers, 
whose flexibility for family has decreased significantly over the period of study.  Jacobs 
and Gerson (2004) found that workers in professional and managerial occupations are 
putting in more and more hours in at work over the past fifteen years.  Hochschild (1997) 
found that workers in competitive managerial positions may not be able to take time off 
for family in order to keep up appearances of being dedicated to the company.  Such 
expectations found in the most complex occupations make it exceptionally difficult for 
workers to take time off for family without possibly losing promotion opportunities, or in 
the age of downsizing, their job.  This finding reinforces the importance of organizational 
assets, as female bosses that are supervisors, but not supervised are able to use their 
position in authority to take time off for family or personal reasons. 
 
DIFFERENCES IN JOB AUTONOMY CONTINUE TO EXIST 
 
EMAs and Professionals retain advantages in control over content over other 
occupational groups over the course of the study.  Membership in each of these large 
aggregated occupational groups confers advantages to their members in the form of 
control over the content of their own work.  These occupational groups have greater 
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amounts of occupational power than other groups for differing reasons.  EMAs have 
control over their work due to their positions within their organizations while 
professionals have control over their work due to issues associated with professional 
occupational groups such as guarding jurisdiction over their tasks.   
The nature of managerial work almost by definition requires that EMAs retain a fair 
amount of control over their work.  By retaining organizational assets, and by having to 
exercise authority by controlling the work of others, managers retain higher levels of job 
autonomy.  Professionals also have control over the content of their work, but perhaps for 
different reasons.  Much of this has to do with the inability for outsiders to adequately 
judge the competence of professional workers, and the occupational complexity required 
of professional occupations.  Part of the decline of the professions found in the 
professions literature in the 1980s noted that as professionals were increasingly working 
in organizations, their ability to control their work decreased, putting the very essence of 
professional occupational status in jeopardy.  The data indicate a slight decline in control 
over content vis-à-vis EMAs in this time period, but a slight recovery by 2002.  It appears 
that while professionals may not have carte blanche in their ability to control the content 
of their own work, they still retain comparatively more control over the content of their 
work than workers in other occupations.   
While they have not reached levels of autonomy that are the same as EMAs and 
Professionals, those in Blue Collar occupations have maintained steady and clear 
improvement in control over content of work.  The working conditions for these workers 
improved over the period of study.  While many analysts bemoan the movement of Blue 
Collar positions offshore over the period of study, it is likely that many of these 
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outsourced semi-skilled or unskilled Blue Collar jobs may not have allowed workers to 
control their work.  With the concurrent increase of High Performance Work Practices in 
Manufacturing over the 1990s, workers remaining in Blue Collar occupations began to 
control the content of work more than ever before.  In addition, the control over content 
for women in Service occupations also appeared to gain as well.  The routinization of 
service work for Service occupations that was exposed and researched in the early 1990s 
(e.g. Leidner 1993) does not really appear in the aggregate data: workers in Service 
occupations also increased their control over content in this time period, particularly the 
responsibility at work for females in Service occupations.      
 
DECLINE OF PROFESSIONS? 
 
The results did not support a decline in the control over content of work vis-à-vis 
other occupational groups for the most part.  While professionals did drop after 1973, 
their drop was no worse than the drops for other occupational groups.  However, when 
we consider that professionals are often at a disadvantage with regards to control over the 
terms of work, we begin to see that individual professionals may not retain as much 
power at work as individuals in managerial occupational groups.  This analysis cannot 
directly address the issues at the occupational level that drove some of the substantive 
theoretical battles of the 1980s, but we can speculate that the particular difficulty for 
professionals’ ability to control terms roots from a confluence of several factors.  First of 
all, there has been a movement towards professionals working in organizations rather 
than as solo practitioners.  In addition, the increased hours required of professionals over 
the past 15 years has made it increasingly difficult to balance family and work (Jacobs & 
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Gerson 2004).  These increased hours come as the price of being a professional that often 
draws a salary rather than an hourly wage.  Professionals often enjoy control over what 
they do at work, but they often have to put in increased hours to complete their work.  
Finally, the focus of professional groups has often centered on control over content of 
work rather than control over terms of work.  By not focusing on control over terms of 
work, professional groups are unable to retain control over this facet of work. 
 
LOSS OF FLEXIBILITY AT WORK FOR MEN 
 
As seen in Chapter 3, there has been a loss of flexibility at work for family and 
personal reasons over the period of study, particularly for men.  Men working in Service 
and Blue Collar occupations have been particularly hard hit by these changes.  These are 
partly due to changes at work.  Service work has become more demanding of employees 
with the push towards a 24/7 service economy.  Workers in Blue Collar occupations have 
also seen an increase in intensity at work.  Internationally, workers across many 
industries have seen both an intensification and increase of working hours (Basso 2003).  
This change has come as a result of increased competition and newer forms of control 
systems such as High Performance Work Practices.  While High Performance Work 
Practices are designed to give greater control over the content of work to the worker, 
perhaps the price of this increased job autonomy on one dimension is decreased job 
autonomy on the other. 
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CONCLUSION 
The changes in the industrial structure and occupational structure since the late 
1970s have brought about greater amounts of control over content for most workers, and 
lower amounts of flexibility for family and personal reasons for many workers.  While 
EMAs and Professionals retain greater levels of occupational power, we also see a greater 
control over content of work for workers in Blue Collar and Service occupations more 
than ever before.  This indicates that changes in the nature of work and social 
organization of work have allowed individuals more ability to control at least the content 
of their own work.  While the gaps in control over content among workers in different 
aggregated occupational groups have decreased, there are still distinctions by 
occupational group, indicating that occupation continues to be an important factor in 
determining job rewards.  With this increase in control over content of work has come a 
slight decline in ability to take time off of work for family.  This change has come as 
expectations for longer hours have increased, and professional and managerial workers 
have been putting in more hours than other workers.   
 
251 






































   
 
 
  
CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 
 
The goal of this project was to examine job autonomy over a period of great change in 
the American Workplace.  In order to study how individuals experience their work over this 
time period across the wide variety of jobs, occupations, organizations and contexts of work 
in the United States, I used ten nationally representative data sets of American workers that 
did not collect information retrospectively.  The analyses generally indicated that while 
workers generally gained in control over the content of their work and in control over some 
aspects such as flexibility in scheduling and taking breaks, workers lost ability to take off for 
family and personal reasons.  These results lend support for both post-Fordist analysts that 
indicate that workers have increased autonomy at work, and neo-Fordist and work/family 
analysts that argue that Americans are increasingly facing a Time Bind between work and 
family.  Future analyses of the workplace need to consider the role that different aspects of 
job autonomy play in job selection, and the possible dangers in workers’ declining ability to 
take time off of work for family or personal reasons.  This concluding chapter will explore 
these themes in greater detail by recapitulating the results, discussing implications for 
research and theory, and identifying directions for future research and consideration. 
 
 SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
In general, American workers were able to increase control over the substantive content 
of their work over the period under study.  Workers in 1997 and 2002 had amongst the 
highest levels of say at work, freedom over how to do their work, and freedom over what to 
do at work as any over the period of study.   
Workers also gained in control over terms of work over the period of study.  Their 
ability to decide when to take breaks at work and control the pacing of work increased over 
the 1980s and 1990s.  In addition, their ability to schedule their working hours increased over 
the 1990s.  However, this gain in control over some terms of work came with a decline in 
ability to take off for family and personal reasons from 1977 through 2002. 
These general trends hold for American workers, but there are some substantial 
differences in how these trends operate for people of different backgrounds and for people 
that work in different contexts.  The most important distinction in job autonomy can be seen 
when we look at differences in job autonomy between men and women.  Distinctions also 
emerge among people with different demographic characteristics, such as different 
racial/ethnic backgrounds, different levels of human capital, and different age groups.  
Finally, distinctions in job autonomy emerge among people that work in different types of 
organizations, and work in different occupations.   
Men have greater job autonomy than women for most of the measures throughout the 
study.  There is some evidence that women are closing the gap in their levels of job 
autonomy with men.  For instance, by 2002, women had equal amounts of freedom over how 
to do their work as men did.  In addition, the analyses from the Erik Olin Wright data sets 
that looked at workers at the beginning and end of the 1980s found that women had equal 
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 ability as men to introduce a new task at work, pace their work, and take a day off of work 
without penalty.  In each of the above cases, while workers generally improved their ability 
over the study to control their work, women improved at a faster rate than men.  In the case 
of taking time off of work for family reasons, women remained steady in their control over 
terms while men declined over the period of study.  While men still had greater ability to take 
off for family or personal reasons than women in 2002, the gap between men and women had 
significantly decreased over time.   
 
CONTROL OVER CONTENT OF WORK: IMPROVEMENT FOR 
MOST 
 
As workers’ human capital increased, so did their ability to control the content of their 
work.  Workers with higher education and more tenure at an organization were better able to 
control what they did at work than workers with less education and less tenure in 
organizations.  Levels of education improved dramatically for American workers over the 
period of study.  Greater amounts of education can qualify workers for employment in 
occupations that have higher levels of substantive complexity.  Substantive complexity, seen 
as vital to Kohn’s research on control over work and class status, had a positive effect on 
control over content: workers in occupations with greater substantive complexity had more 
control over the content of their work than workers in occupations with less substantive 
complexity.  Control over content rose with the slight overall rise in complexity at work in 
the United States over the period of study.  Experience also influenced job autonomy for 
workers.  Greater amounts of tenure at organizations give workers more tacit knowledge 
within organizations, and possibilities to have authority at work, potentially through 
management occupations.  Authority within organizations and powerful managerial 
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 occupations both are associated with higher amounts of control over content of work, and in 
most cases, with control over terms of work, as well.   
The influence of organizational processes on job autonomy also changed over the 
course of the study.  To be sure, there were some consistent results over time.  The evidence 
from Chapter 4 shows that workers in smaller organizations and workers with authority at 
work, be it supervisory authority or self-employment status, had greater amounts of control 
over their work than workers that were supervisees or employees.  However, there was 
evidence of growing gender equality within larger organizations (100 or more employees), 
and some evidence of the decline of the significant negative effect that larger organizations 
had on the job autonomy of workers.  The movement towards gender equality in larger 
organizations represents an important step towards equality by gender, as larger 
organizations employ roughly half of American workers.  Furthermore, as these large 
organizations improve their equality by gender, they also have altered their control systems 
towards greater decentralization and towards greater functional flexibility.  Taken together, 
workers in large organizations have better control over content today than in the 1970s where 
control systems were more bureaucratic in nature.    
While there is evidence of improvement in job autonomy based on the post-industrial 
shift towards an occupational structure that has less representation in Blue Collar 
occupations, not all of the improvement in the overall levels in job autonomy can simply be 
attributed to greater representation in more complex or more powerful occupations.  The 
evidence from Chapter 5 shows that some of the clear signs of improvement in job autonomy 
were among the workers in the least complex occupations, and workers in less powerful Blue 
Collar occupations.  Workers in these occupations improved their control over the content of 
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 their work over the period of study, and among those in the least complex occupations, 
displayed no differences by gender.  This stands in contrast to workers in managerial and 
professional occupations simply maintained their exceptionally high levels of control over 
content of work by dint of their occupational power and high levels of complexity at work, 
respectively.  Workers in professional occupations in particular displayed differences in 
autonomy by gender.  These improvements in control over content for the workers in Blue 
Collar occupations are likely a result of the greater complexity required at work in 
functionally flexible High Performance Work Organizations.   
 
CONTROL OVER TERMS: GREATER FLEXIBILITY, INTENSITY, 
AND COMMITMENT 
 
The results for control over terms of work operated differently from those of control 
over content of work.  Workers were given greater flexibility at work in terms of ability to 
schedule their work.  While this gave workers greater control over some terms of their work, 
expectations to put in time at work coupled with greater intensification at work over the 
1990s led towards a decline in ability for workers to take time off of work for family and 
personal reasons.   
The ability to control one’s schedule increased over the 1990s.  The results for the 
analyses of the Erik Olin Wright measure for controlling one’s schedule are reported in 
Chapter 2, and show no change in worker ability to control scheduling over the 1980s.  The 
results for ability to control schedule over the 1990s, on the other hand, shows consistent 
improvement over the 1990s for women and men.  The improvement in flexibility in 
scheduling was not uniform for all employees.  Workers in the occupational group of 
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 managers, as well as those with supervisory authority at work, were overwhelmingly better 
able to choose their schedules than other workers throughout the period of study.  Not 
surprisingly, workers in Blue Collar occupations had less ability to control their schedules at 
work than other workers, though their ability to control their schedules improved over the 
1990s.   
A decline in ability to take time off for family or personal reasons is coupled with the 
increased flexibility to schedule work.  This decline among American workers can 
particularly be seen for men from 1977 through 2002.  Women over this time period did not 
vary significantly from 1977 through 2002 in their levels of ability to take time off of work 
for personal or family reasons.  The decline in flexibility can be attributed to the growing 
intensification at work and need for workers to spend time at work.  Working hours have 
increased over the period of study, and need for workers to spend more face time at work has 
been documented in works over the 1990s (see Schor 1993, Hochschild 1997, and Basso 
2003 for some examples).  Male workers in Blue Collar occupations have had particular 
difficulty in taking time off of work due to the intensification of High Performance Work 
Practices (Basso 2003).  Workers in service occupations have also had particularly difficult 
time taking time off for family within the context of increased services in our 24/7 economy 
(Presser 2003).  Two clear examples of workers that generally have strong control over 
content of work, but had particular difficulty in taking time off of work for family or personal 
reasons over the period of study were men with supervisory authority in organizations, and 
females in professional occupations.  Both are in groups that are working more hours than 
ever before, and as we see consistently, those that work more hours are less able to take time 
off for family or personal reasons.  Males with supervisory authority in organizations, 
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 perhaps in the context of downsizing in the white collar world ubiquitous in the 1990s, likely 
felt increased pressure to spend time at work rather than take time off for their families.  
Women in professional occupations disproportionately work in contexts where they do not 
have great flexibility in scheduling.  They have even less control over terms than workers 
with less complexity or power at work. 
We may have expected that some of this improvement in flexibility in scheduling is a 
response to the attention paid to growth of dual earning households, and the need for working 
families to balance work/family obligations.  Legislation such as the Family and Medical 
Leave Act of 1993 was such a response to the imbalance between family and work found in 
the 1990s.  Whatever the intended effects of legislation and increased flexibility found in 
American organizations were, the ability to control the terms of work for either flexibility in 
scheduling or ability to take time off for family or personal reasons generally did generally 
did not differ by family status.  These results are consistent with the findings of Jacobs and 
Gerson (2004) in their analyses of job autonomy of workers by family characteristics. 
 
IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY AND RESEARCH 
 
This study contributes to the literature of job autonomy research specifically, and the 
Sociology of Work, Social Stratification, and Work and Family literatures more generally.  
This study better specifies the concept of job autonomy by looking at different dimensions of 
control over work.  This study also examines the non-economic job reward of job autonomy 
over an extended period of time across the wide spectrum of contexts that comprise the 
American workplace.  The design of this project allows for an evaluation of two changes in 
occupations over the past thirty-three years: deskilling, and a decline in the professions.  It 
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 also allows for the evaluation of two important lines of literature that have emerged over the 
past twenty years: the neo-Fordist vs. post-Fordist debate, and the balance of work and 
family.   
This study found support for a multidimensional measurement of job autonomy.  A 
confirmatory factor analysis conducted in Chapter 2 indicated that job autonomy is 
comprised of two dimensions: control over content and control over terms of work.  Given 
data limitations, two indices of control over content and control over terms could not be 
constructed.  Thus, selected analyses from the five measures of control over content and from 
the seven measures of control over terms were conducted throughout this project.  These 
ensuing analyses found that measures for control over content were distributed differently 
from measures for control over terms.  Workers in Blue Collar occupations and women in 
Professional occupations provide two particularly salient examples of this differing 
distribution by dimension of job autonomy.  Workers in Blue Collar occupations increased 
control over the content of their work from 1969 to 2002, while they lost ability to take off of 
work for family reasons.  Women in Professional occupations often had higher levels of 
control over content and lower levels of control over terms of work than women in other 
occupations.  If job autonomy were a unidimensional concept, one would expect that such 
divergence between control over content and control over terms would not be possible.  
Given such evidence for the divergence of these measures of job autonomy, future research 
must consider more complex measurement of this concept rather than utilizing one 
overarching index of job autonomy. 
The design of this study also provides a unique opportunity to explore job autonomy 
not only across a variety of work contexts, but also over an extended period of time.  Up until 
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 now, many studies of job autonomy have had narrower focus, such as within one 
occupational group.  Such research provides much needed detailed analysis of working 
conditions that influence job autonomy, but the results from these studies may not be easily 
generalized to other occupations or other contexts, such as industries or organizations.  Other 
studies that have used nationally representative samples of workers to address this problem 
have only been able to study job autonomy as a static concept.  This project addresses both of 
these shortcomings in the job autonomy literature.  By pooling ten nationally representative 
samples of American workers across thirty-three years, the opportunity arises to study how 
changes in macro-level work structures, such as organizations and occupations, and changes 
in the demographic composition of the labor force influence job autonomy.   
 
OCCUPATIONAL CHANGES: DESKILLING OR DECLINE IN 
PROFESSIONS? 
 
Two lines of inquiry in the occupations literature over the past twenty years have dealt 
with the ‘deskilling’ of work, and a decline in the professions.  While this project can not 
address some of the areas of inquiry within these vast literatures directly, it can shed some 
light on issues on the possible implications of complexity on job autonomy, and whether 
workers in professional occupations have lost job autonomy over the past thirty-three years.   
The evidence from this study and other macro level studies such as the work done by 
Levy and Murnane (2004) mentioned in Chapter 1 show a general slight upgrade in the 
complexity of work across all occupations.  Given the significant finding that workers in 
occupations with greater complexity at work have more control over the content of their 
work than workers in occupations with less complexity, workers in general have gained in 
autonomy as a result of more complexity at work.  The significance of complexity did 
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 decline by 2002, however, which was an indication of the strong improvements in control 
over content for workers in less skilled occupations.  For instance, workers in the lowest skill 
quartiles and in Blue Collar occupations showed significant improvement over the past 
thirty-three years while highly skilled professionals and managers generally retained their 
high levels of control over content.  
While workers in professional occupations retained their high levels of control over 
content over the period of study, they had less ability to control the terms of their work than 
workers in other occupations.  Female professionals in particular had among the lowest 
ability to control the terms of their work likely due to their disproportionate representation in 
occupations such as nursing and teaching which do not provide great flexibility at work.  
Such findings may serve as evidence for a decline for professions with respect to control over 
the terms of work.  This may not necessarily spell a real decline for professions, as Freidson 
(1970) argues that control over content of work is the central defining aspect of a profession.    
  
ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES: POST-FORDIST VS. NEO-FORDIST? 
 
The ability to study changes in job autonomy is central to post-Fordist versus neo-
Fordist debate.  This debate has tried to assess whether working conditions for American 
workers are better or worse as a result of the movement towards flexibility in the American 
workplace. The post-Fordists argue that flexible production systems enable workers to 
expand their skills and control their work.  The neo-Fordists argue that flexible production 
systems serve as a new form of “Fordist” production that centralizes organizational power 
and intensifies work for the individual.  Each of these schools has used different evidence to 
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 support their claims, but neither has been able to objectively measure the changes in job 
autonomy across a nationally representative context over the past twenty years.   
On the face of it, the most of the results summarized above provide evidence in favor of 
the post-Fordist arguments.  Across the board, workers have been able to either maintain or 
increase their control over content of work over the past thirty-three years.  Workers have 
more say at work, more freedom to choose how they do their work, and more freedom to 
decide what they do at work.  With greater reliance on functional flexibility at work, workers 
are better able to perform a variety of tasks at work and are engaged in more complex 
operations.  Workers are also given greater amounts of responsibility at work in these new 
production systems.  Workers also have higher ability to take breaks at work, and pace their 
work over the period of study.  Moreover, over the course of the 1990s, workers gained in 
ability to control their schedules at work.  These changes have accompanied the flexible 
production systems, and given workers greater ability to control some of the terms of their 
work.  While much of the evidence in this project appears to favor a post-Fordist vision of 
flexibility, there is one overall trend that supports a neo-Fordist vision of the workplace. 
Over the period of study, workers lost ability to take time off for family or personal 
reasons.  This loss is likely indicative of the increased intensity required from workers in 
organizations.  While innovations such as High Performance Work Organizations have 
increased the control over work for the worker, they have also increased the commitment of 
the worker to the organization.  Increased commitment of the worker to the organization 
potentially leads to problems in control over terms of work for the American worker.  If 
organizations expect greater commitment from workers, then workers may have to increase 
the number of hours they work per week.  As noted above, the changes towards these High 
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 Performance Work Systems will not only add hours to the working day, but will also require 
greater sustained effort as a result of increases in productivity.  The results of this project 
indicate that workers that work more hours per week are less able to take time off for family 
or personal reasons.  The implications for the decline in ability to take time off for family 
will be discussed below in the work and family section. 
 
WORK VS. FAMILY? 
 
While workers have been able to increase their flexibility in scheduling over the 1990s, 
they have not made complete gains in controlling scheduling of work.  This is due to the 
decline in ability to take time off of work for family or personal reasons from 1977 through 
2002.  Such difficulties in scheduling threaten the work/family balance so important to the 
growing percentages of dual earning couples and single parent headed households.  What is 
particularly interesting about the trends found in this project is that men are becoming less 
able to take time off for family and personal reasons, perhaps indicative of greater 
responsibilities for men in households.  This decline in taking time off for family or personal 
reasons is particularly exacerbated by trends discussed in several academic works published 
since 1996.  The inability to balance work and family despite the organizational policies of 
flexibility for families was best captured by Hochschild’s (1997) Time Bind. 
In The Time Bind, Hochschild (1997) studies a large organization that was noted for its 
family friendly policies with regards to scheduling work.  She finds that workers are less able 
to spend time at home for a variety of reasons, and thus their family lives are placed in a 
precarious situation where time is short, and quality time even shorter.  One of the reasons is 
due to the importance of face time for workers in management positions.  Workers that were 
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 not able to put in the large amount of hours at the workplace were not considered to be as 
‘serious’ about their work as those that could afford to put in longer hours.  Less serious 
workers were often passed up for promotion and other job rewards, and male managers in 
particular were stigmatized for wanting to take time off to help raise children.   
The importance of long working hours was also examined in Jacobs and Gerson’s 
(2004) Time Divide.  This study more specifically points out that the trends towards 
overworking that Schor (1993) explored are not uniform across all occupational groups.  
Jacobs and Gerson (2004) find that workers in managerial and professional occupations are 
working more and more hours than ever before.  Female professionals, who have such ability 
to control the content of their work, become even less able to take time off for personal or 
family reasons as they work even more hours than ever before.  Male managers and men with 
supervisory authority become less able to take time off for work because of their long hours 
and need to show commitment to the organization in order to be considered a serious 
employee.  Female bosses, particularly those working in smaller organizations, are the only 
workers with authority that can take time off for family or personal reasons.  This finding 
reflects an area where women with authority can truly exert flexibility in scheduling.   
Finally, as indicated above, workers in service and Blue Collar occupations are not immune 
to the declines in flexibility for family purposes.  The intensification at work and the 
movement towards a 24/7 service economy have left these workers less able to take time off 
for personal or family reasons. 
 
In summary, while this study provides strong evidence for a post-Fordist vision of the 
workplace with increased control over content and increased flexibility in scheduling, we 
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 must temper this progress for American workers with a cautionary note on the implications 
for a work/family balance that is neo-Fordist in nature.  As workers are less able to take time 
off of work for family, they lose ability to control the scheduling of their work to meet their 
personal needs, and thus may lose ability to adequately balance work and family demands.  
This evidence indicates that gains in job autonomy have come at a price of ability to spend 
time with family.    
 
LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY 
 
As with any study in social research, there are important limitations to consider, and 
possibilities for improvement.  While in many ways, this study is the best one that could be 
completed with the resources available to the author, there are ways to improve the study that 
would help forge a better understanding of not only job autonomy, but also how workers 
process their job and work experience.    
There are obvious data limitations resulting from the nature of this project, ranging 
from ease of comparability to under-specification of measures.  The decisions made for 
analyses were carefully considered, and hopefully the best possible given the data, but 
nevertheless, the analyses are not perfect.  As seen in Chapter 2, indices of job autonomy 
were not feasible due to the fact that not every year had adequate measures of both control 
over content and control over terms.  In addition, the data sets were collected by groups or 
organizations that may not have had direct consultation with one another.  The wording of 
measures was not perfectly consistent across the years of study, and the measures were not 
always repeated from study to study.  Even when the same primary investigator had an 
opportunity to collect similar data such as with the Erik Olin Wright data, improvement in 
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 measurement was valued over consistency of measurement.  It is possible that the different 
wording of measures from year to year contributed to some of the variation in responses 
found in the analyses in this project.      
There is also possibility for under-specification of influences on job autonomy.  While 
it seems fair to speculate on the overarching influences of flexibility and High Performance 
Work Practices on job autonomy, there are no direct measurements of High Performance 
Work Practices within organizations in the data sets.  This is a result of the data limitations 
inherent in large scale surveys that can only ask limited amounts of questions.  In addition, 
High Performance Work Practices simply were not on the radar screen for analysts in the 
1970s, so it would have been difficult to measure these at the time.  It may be possible to test 
these influences on a nationally representative sample of American workers and 
organizations by utilizing the National Organizations Survey/General Social Survey studies 
from 1991 and 2002 that measure both individual employees, and characteristics of their 
work organizations.  The difficulty in this proposed analysis, not surprisingly, is the shortage 
of comparable measures of job autonomy that were asked in both the 1991 and 2002 General 
Social Surveys. 
The measures of job autonomy here are the best possible measures to reflect objective 
conditions of control over content and terms of work available across an extended period of 
time.  One may argue that the measures only gage perception of job autonomy, and not actual 
conditions.  While Breaugh & Becker (1987) found that perceptions of job autonomy 
accurately reflected objective control over work, some may argue that different people’s 
perceptions or needs for job autonomy may be captured in the current measurement for job 
autonomy.  A way to improve upon this might be to ask several additional questions 
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 regarding individual’s ability to control their work vis-à-vis selected reference groups such as 
colleagues in similar occupations or colleagues in the same organization.  This may help 
determine if worker perception is based from particular reference groups, and if so, which 
reference groups are particularly salient among workers. 
In addition, workers may select their jobs based on the job autonomy inherent in the 
occupation or within the organization.  While Glass (1990) did not find support for women 
seeking occupations that had more flexibility in scheduling, it is possible that workers, if they 
have the luxury to do so, may choose their work based on the job autonomy inherent in that 
context.  For instance, working parents may need more flexibility in scheduling while highly 
educated workers may need more control over the content of their work.  Such choices may 
underlie larger group differentiation in levels of job autonomy.  Some selection may have 
occurred in this study, as workers that were employed for less than 20 hours per week were 
not included.  Such workers may have made decisions to work fewer hours based on a 
variety of factors. 
 
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 
 
This project has provided an overview of how structural and demographic changes have 
influenced the job autonomy of individual workers.  There are three particular areas for 
investigation that should be pursued given the results from this study.  The first looks at 
implications of job autonomy.  The second further explores the two separate dimensions of 
job autonomy.  The final proposed area would require placing job autonomy in the broader 
context of job rewards. 
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 Job autonomy is an important concept because it is related to many important measures 
of satisfaction and health.  As mentioned in Chapter 1, people with more job autonomy have 
better levels of health and job satisfaction than those with less job autonomy.  What has been 
missing from these earlier studies of job autonomy is the more detailed conceptualization of 
job autonomy.  Which portion of job autonomy is crucial to stress levels at work: is it the 
ability to control the content of work, or the ability to control the terms of work?  Further 
research on such outcomes as stress, job satisfaction and health that utilize a more detailed 
operationalization of job autonomy could provide useful guidance for employers and public 
health experts as to factors that improve the lives of American workers.  Moreover, if these 
analyses are conducted over the past thirty-three years, changes in the relationships between 
job autonomy and its covariates can be discovered, and a deeper understanding of the quality 
of lives of American workers in the age of flexible production can be reached.   
Another avenue for exploration is that of the intersection of control over content and 
control over terms of work.  As indicated in the results, some positions such as management 
positions generally have high levels of both control over content and control over terms of 
work.  In addition, some positions such as those in service occupations have low levels of 
both control over content and control over terms.  Development of a map of jobs with 
differing levels of the dimensions of job autonomy may help us better understand who gets 
autonomy at work and who doesn’t.  It may also allow analysts to begin to determine what 
influences people’s decisions to pursue different types of employment. 
Building upon the two dimensions of job autonomy, it would be useful to see what 
roles the two dimensions of job autonomy play in not only people’s choice of occupations, 
but also the rewards associated with work.  Do people choose certain jobs because of the 
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 ability to control the content of their work, and if so, how much of a factor does control over 
content play in this decision?  Evaluating job autonomy against other job rewards such as 
income may help determine the degree to which people consider job autonomy as a deciding 
factor of employment.  By understanding the degree to which workers consider job autonomy 
in their decisions to work for a particular employer or choose a particular occupation, we can 
not only better understand what workers want, but also better understand how job rewards 
are distributed in the American workplace.   
 
A FINAL WORD ON FLEXIBILITY, JOB AUTONOMY AND 
ALIENATION 
 
The results of this project appear to show that workers are better able to control the 
content of their work, and the pacing and scheduling of their work as a result of the shift 
away from bureaucratic control systems.  At a minimum, workplaces at least appear more 
aware of the delicate balance between work and family.  Even if neo-Fordist analysts may 
consider these analyses to be perceptions of greater control that are merely evidence of a 
false sense of control over work, the findings of these analyses do have real consequences on 
the lives of American workers, from greater satisfaction to better health, and lower 
alienation. 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, studies of alienation from Marx to Seeman regarded control 
over work to be a central component of work that would lead to less alienation at work.  
Given the results here, one may conclude that alienation in the workplace may be on the 
decline.  Before the celebration begins for the happy days within the workplace, one must 
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 consider that ability to take time off for family or personal reasons, an important measure of 
control over terms of work, is on the decline.   
The implications of the decline for ability to take time off for family or personal 
reasons may spell alienation on a grander scale beyond the workplace: perhaps an alienation 
from other people.  As work intensifies, and commitments to organizations grow, people may 
be less able to connect with others outside the workplace.  Workers may have greater 
difficulty spending time with family, putting their children and family relations in a Time 
Bind.  Hopefully, the commitment model that has been adopted with flexibility will find 
innovative ways to help workers truly have control over the all of the terms of their work. 
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